o » .
‘ + [3 A M
DOCUNENT REBSOME v \
ED 148 265 . P * "+ 7 EE 009 s35.
AUTHOR , Jason, Hilliard; And Others -
*TITLE Faculty Developnent Survey. ‘Final Report. - -
/ INSTITUTION Asséciatien of Anetican uedical Colleges, Hashlngton,
R 4 \ - D-'C-
SPONS AGENCY Health’ Resources Adnlnistratlon (DHEH/PHS), Bethesda,
Md. Blrean of Health Manpewer.
" PUB DATE " Dec 77 : ‘
CONTRACT . +231-76-0011 ’
NOTE ' .189p.; Parts ofedocunent may be largifally legible
* due to quality of print

AVAILABLE FROM Association of Anerlcan Medical Colleges, One Dupont-
’ Circle, sSuite.200, ﬁashlngton, p .C. 20036

*

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$10.03 '‘Plus Postage. I T
DESCRIPTORS *Faculty Development; *Inservice Education: *nedlcal
‘ 2Education;  Medical Schools; National Surveys; -

*Teacher Attitudes; *Teacher Education; Teacher

. Workshops; Teaching Techniques ‘
IDENTIFIERS *Medical Faculty
ABSTRACT ' 2

A natlonal sﬁrvey was de51gned to obtain information

in four principal areas of concern: (1) what preparation medical
faculty members had for their roles as teachers; (2) instructional
‘brac+1ces of medical faculty; (3) where facnlty are experiencing
d1ff1cult1es in teaching; and (4) ih what areas they are interested
ir receiving help. A stratified randoa sampling of 2,700 faculty
(representing over 28,000 full-time medical *school faculty meabers)
was used for the suryey. Findings show that: (1) faculty have had
"little formal preparation-for their teaching roles, with only 21
percent having taken education courses ‘and 39 percent haring attended
an educational workshop; (2) faculty make considerably*more use of
‘traditional than innovative teaching techniques such as lecturing.
(3) faculty are not therough in their management of(the instructional
- process; and (4) they express interest in improving their teaching by .
reading and attendlng educational uorkshops, especially in the. area
cf 1ns;ruct10na1 evaluation. (Author/MSE) . 4

- ¢

.
[ ¢ >

. : . : . ) . ‘
tttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttﬂ»ttttt*tt‘tttttt t&tttttttttt T
% " Documents acquired by ERIC include many infpr al unpu iished ¥

'* materials not available from other sources.”ERIC makes every effort *

* +o obtain the best copy, available. Nevertheress, iteas of ‘marginal *
E* reproducibility are often encountered and this qffécts the quality =
Ix ‘of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
§* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quality of the oriqinal documsent. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the ‘original. *
ttttttttttttttttttttt*t*tttttttttt&ttttttttttttttttttttttt&tt*ttt«ttttc

\‘ ‘e .

[Kc 6




. - ¢t
l ) ) ) - - . L , 4 )
. ) » . . ) ®
o W e . ' T ‘ / '
o ’ 5’ ~ - R ! ‘ .. ' ) . ‘
' ) ‘ ' 4 .
| o N '
(G . ) ‘\
- / 1.0 ‘
| = FACULTY DEVELOPMENT SURVEY
d . ’ . ) . ) : 9%
. . <
YV \\‘ . - . '
. : 4 - ’ ' ‘ - .' ‘
v 8 ’
- ‘ . '
. ! — . _
v . * ) ' , ’
o E AJLABLE
| BEST COPY AVAILABLE
. .
r - AR v ) . ' ' '
' ‘ FINAL REPORT
. . » - - . -
. L4 ’ N
, - < *
- - PER 115SION TO REPRODUCE THIS '
~ . VMATERIL HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y- ¢ .
. P )
S
, R ¢ . . v
. i r
T THE EDUCATHINGL RESOURCES /
) PFORMATION CENTER ERICH AND 7 - .
N . TERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEY . r\ , .
! o ’

Association of American Medical Colleges Y5 0e, \
. , . .- - ~‘PUC‘P’7'A' vy 1
One Dupont Circle, N.W.; Washington, D.C. 20036 e ade

o, 0, 0,
. i Tl €0°0Cuy,  UCAr

- . ' U.S. Department of Health, Educatjon, and Welfave

i : o ' Public Health Service -
e . ~ _ . -

R . L - Health Resources Administration

' S ’ Bureau of Health Manpower . e

. Contract No. 231-76-0011




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. 4
h ;. N
., N -
¢ r NIAN
’
, !
/ /
1
»
-
.
° - 1}
1t Y 3 v <A
. .
B S
L) . ' ¢
" N ’
. . .
-
-
-
o
R
’ \
» , . ~
’
.
/ \ ' ’
. . h
.
- . {
. ; - -
! .
£
4
- . '
| .

-~
’

ASsoqiation of American Medical Colleges, 1977

~ ! 4
. . "v“ R “..’ v N ’. '\f
,/ 1 ' .
g : ¢
,‘r * \\0 - "‘ - !
/>1 h ‘ hd
) x\. ! ‘
< . . .
‘:—i‘ L] 4
’
P > 7 .
. . ,
\. "‘ . »
< ;-
/
The‘vaernment_;etains the right to use, dupli-
cateror daisclose the contents of thisg report
and to have or ﬁ%rmit others to do so.
L]
’
S g
1\ ' , .
. ’ ]
\ 3 . \
- :
- .

-



- FACULTY. DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

FINAL REPORT .
HILLIARD JASON
'2 HENRY B, SLOTNICK R DALE- LEFEVER

. '. D . . ' . -t
- WITH: / A | o s J

\
tuis paTIND . HELEN EDEN
. ’ ’ A . .
) BETH PENDLETON TAEWON RNO - , . 7
o " DIAN NELSON ' heo T

Voo S
|

. |

DIVISIPN OF FﬁCULTY DEVELOPMENT

»

ASSOCIATION\@F AMERICAN MEDICAL COLLEGES v -

X .

. ) l“. )
¢ B ’ { .

DECEMBER 1977 . . o ~ N

]

4 1 . .
; . The work upon which publication is®based was . . .
* " supponted in part by Yhe Bureau of Hedlth Manpower, . .
Depamtmenx 0f Health, \Education, and Welfare pursuant N
Zo contrdct numben 231 76-0011,  Additional suppont
was proyided by the W.\K. Ke£logg Foundation under -
by The Commonwealth Fund .




/ ¥ * i ? " -
- £ ~
7 : ‘
- “ ) ; ' ’
; ‘
r -
l ’ -~
o . " ) : 4
~ : - , T
TABLE OF CONTENTS | ' - .
(I : P ' .
. " ' ’ . N
"LIST.OF "TABLES ... eevuenuinuennnnnnnvuennenain &,

" »

- LIST OF FIGURES . i vt teneeseenesneennnnsnnenns VAL

: . S EXECUTIVE SUMMARY...............l.....uZ;.... ix
‘ I. INTRODUCTION, « « e e eeeeanannenedenneenaN s, \ \ .

CII. U.S. MEDICAL SCHOOL FACULTY - OMERVIEW....... 21
, . aly

\\ ITI. "CLINICAL SUPERVISION.....,.euuuinenanaanna,. 47 o
\ IV. . RESEARCH SUPERVISION....e.iuininieniuinencnnann 67 .
\ . : . - o
V. SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION......oveieivunessennats 87 '
‘ VL. LECTURING:«usuunauneunennnennvenneeserenin. 109" :
- L . - ‘ -
\ VII. COURSE SEGMENT DESIGN{........;...........;..li9 v
. ° L B ;
VIII. TEST CONSTRUCTION..e.ueeusgereaienennnnnasns. 159
IX. . CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS..............173 )
; <
\ . a .
' . : : - |
) ] ) ' -
. j
. \




LIST OF TABLES

TABLE . A : - L . PAGE !
] . 4 ’ —_
1 o Example of Reportlng for a "Shopping ‘ ‘
’ ) List" Seetion from the Simulation, -, ’ 1
g * "Research Superv151on" T {
2. " " nge ................?I..............: 21 |-
3 » Academic Rank T '. l

4 Sex of Faculty, By Rank’ I X 7
5 ',' Hours Pér Weeky and-Weeks Per Year ) - .
v Spent Teaching Medical Students ..... 24 ,
6 . -U.S.-Medical Faculty Mobility ....... 74 )
) T 7 Prebaration for Teaching: Formal . .
: Courses ...ttt iiiiiiittnnennnnna. 26 A

8 .+ Preparation for Teaching: Workshops .. 27
S N 9 -. .Instructional Settings ............... 29 . '

. .s ‘

10 : Instructional Methods .......ccvv.... * 30

N S 11 " Seek Advice on inst%Eé%idnal ., .
' ' Problems .....i.i.iiiiiiiipe.. . 32

, 12a . .Ingtructional Objectives ......Z::a.. 34 |
. . . .
' ’ ., 12B Three-Year Curriculum ...........

.
R A}

1

120 . ‘Problem-Oriented Medical Pecord ‘ ) ’ N
5 ) —- (POMR) o---o.-...--.-....---.‘..‘.--.-- 36 ’

v 7
12D . Special Curriculum Features ......... 37 '
. - B : s -
12E, Simulation ettt 38 .

. .12 Studen?%kﬁaluation of Faculty  ....... 39 . .

Y " )

v . : .o ) L . .
//i 112G Course, Entry Evaluation .............. 40 S

. -
X . . . t a IS
. . v
»



. TABLE AV . 8 PAGE
' —— . -

12H - Apprgaches, to Evaluation ......... .o 41 °, .
\ n . . * . ' ; . , ) ..
: c. 121 ~ Peer Reviéw/Quqlity Assurance ~.,...... 42
13 ’ Expectations and Observations!(#24%):. ,$53 T
" 14, ] ’Observat' ns Without Having Conveyed ' B
SR Expectatidns: (#71%) ............ e 53 .
- . . . Y
"15 - Expectations ....me........ R R 61 :
16 Componenté_Bf_WorkJS\Obséfbed ....... 62 o )Fa
e 17 ' Standard Ergors far "tlinical’ = - ‘ "\lx
‘ : - Supervisior® Simulation ....... Ceenn 63 -
. 18 , Student'# Background ..............d.. 70 .
‘ \ -
‘ ) 19 . Expectatlonq for the Annotated
‘ . Blbllography ettt Cehreeeseeaan 72
P - ! - /
20 Expectatlons for Aésighmept Geoenenan ‘SOE
21 { Discuss Student's Research, - ) ) i l
Background ...... e eeaen e 81!
22 ' _.Progrésé Meeting .................... ,él
X " Review Students Bibliography.?..;....' 82
] N 1 N
y 24 Standard-Errors for "Research ° : .
. Supervision" Simulation ............. 83
\ . . ’ N
2% . Summary of Amohint' of Information | v ..
. Collected Re¥ative to Each Decision . »
in SmaIl Grpup Dlscu551on ceeveans .o 93 R
L4 ; . 5
) 26 L D1593551on with Three Dissatisfied ' I .
" .'Students Ceesenaeeienn Cer e 104 " A
27 Fqculty Consultation. ....... ciecee.e. 185 '.,".w““sff
] + N . - ' R :(”.
' 28 Discussion with Seven Satisfied A

e Students S 105




P ]
-
~

TABLE

29°° : Standard Errory for t‘he "Small,®
- -Group Dis’cussion™ Simulatioh ...:.. 106
30 * Population Percentages Indicating T N
How Often Each Data Source is ,Used
.. by Faculty MembeTs ,....,".E......c 114

31 Percentages of the ?opulatlon
Choosing Each Pair of Data Sources 119

32, Percent of the ‘'Papulatipn.
Recommending Each Method of :
\‘Improvement S eeeaaen e ecaeseeaqrans 120

337 Brown's Lecturing/EecﬁT?ﬁgfanaf““- —

. Percentages of Respondents Who
Recognize Them ..... cer e secsa e . 122

-

34 Brodn s‘Lect&rlng Rroblems and
’ Percentages wf Pespondents (#1.7%)

Who Re&ognlze ‘Them- ... ... v 125
. ' - . . , : v e
e 35 ., Recommeﬁ%a;ionstor Improvement . .
by the #1.7% Ch osing the Three )
- . Essential Sources in the Proper N
Order ........ Ceeeee 7..,, ..... e e ’ ?26 \
) 4
36 Cons1deratlons ‘While" Interv1ew1ng
- Brown ........ e et e eeseteeanans .o 128 °
- « ) ]
. 37 Con51derat10ns While' Observing
: \\\ Brown .....%..... ‘eeesesns Theeeeneas 129
38 . Considerations Whlle Interv1ew1ng
o - - Brown's Students e ee e v NEREEI 130
39 Considerations Wher Reviewing _
Brown's Notes . ..pc.enimceeieiennnn ‘131
40 " Analysis of Brown's Strengths
. . and WeaknesSSeS ...eeesevdencccnocnans 132
- ‘41 * .Recommendations ......eccecee.n ceee. 134
. 42 *.Standard Errors for the ’
"Lecturing" Simfilation ............ 135
A ¢ ,

Av




. ll ’V . . l/ ' .
. ‘ - . ° ’ N '’
# 3 4 4 e / . ﬁ._/ *
. N 1 " ' .
- { v « . » . u‘-/ (& ./. ’ i .
‘ . [ ! * . - !
. LA ' ‘ ~/ e L4 . ~“‘ ”~
~x . . 3 . L, . ) o .‘ .
. TABLE ; ‘ S £ PAGI®
. ~ ’ . . 4 < ‘s "
o 43 - Sources of Information on o,
: " .7 What Course Content Should Be .....Y 142
- fe - ) ‘o . . ) . - - .
. ‘44 .- Iﬁstructional Considerations ..... ° 144 .
- . 45 Information To Be InclYuded iﬂ . \\ Sy
. The Eﬁeluatlon Plan" .......J....... *154 - ‘!*
. « . 46 . Standard Lrrors for the "Course T S \; Y4
. Segment Design! Simulation ....... 155* . \ ‘
. N k.| . . . . . \.
R 47. How %gst Coverage is’Determined Se. 4162 . ‘\ /-
'48 . Information To ‘Be Included 1n- . : .
¢ the INStructions «....ovesoveeeenn 162 )
49 Standard Errors for the . ) ]
. . _"Tegt Construction" Simulation ... 169 ° . e
. '“ . r' i
50 | Topics in Whieh Faculty Memkters g I
- ' Would Lgke Help N....oiveiiinenn.. 1747 . .
, : ;l Recommendations for Faculty . ' -
/ . Development Activities ........... 184 . ‘
- . y ‘ ‘ q
" \N , -~ » d .
NI . . \ . \
. . . N \
‘. "' - » !
! - ' . - o )
. N ; . -
. ) R ] , .
‘ t ! ‘ ) \ '~ < ! ) A
. § - B ~
- * N » s )
> v :\: Y . [ \
. R ;
1S . - i . /’ .
’ ¢ ) Y | “ }
. : | 5
L4 ‘\ ! _'I
: , . ‘ | ;
3 . | ¢
iy \
7 v |
f l | ‘
- ~ |

.




SR 3;
..t ’

5\ .

7
8
9

T30

k]

11

- Total Population Results for "Tesz
Construction® Simulation........,...... 171

o

“ ) » ‘ [ e
' »
] . Y (
w . LIST OF.FIGURES LT .
a - L .
3
. . { PAGE

- Total Population Results for "Research
Supervision" Simulation..#..........2.. 12

"Pdrtial Optlmal" Route for Clinical - ®

Superv1slon Slmulatlon.................' 57

PR '

Total Populatlon Results for "Clinical

Superv151on Slmulatlon..,..:........,. ‘65 s

"Optimal®™ Route fbf Research Super- 4

vision Simulatioﬁ..............,....... 74

Total Populatlon Results for "Research
Supervision" Simulation........+....... "85
- AN :

“Optimal". Route .for Small Group Dis- .
cussion SlmuAatloH...............A..".. 98
Total Populaglon Results for "Small .
Group Discussion" Simulatlon...,....... 107

'S .

J

“Number oﬂ-Data Sources Used by Re- |

) spbndents...x.......................... 113

L)

$ .
' Total Population Results for "Lecturing" 7

Simulation............................. 137

-

"Optlmal“ Route for Course Segment De-
sign Slmulatron..............a......... 148

Total Populatlon Results f9r "Course
Segment De51gn" Slmulatlon............. 157
"Optimal" Route for Test Constructlon

Slmuletlon................Q.».L........ 166
R Ll A X

L

P — : .




.

. . \ P
EXECUTIVE., SUMMARY: , .
. '

PURPOSE.

T . -

: ' )
This pational survey was designed to Obtain infor-
mation in four principle areas_of concefn:

v
o v

1. wWhat preparation medical faculty members have -
had for their roles as teachers, et o)
- - b o L3
BRI ¥ . L, ) . ' ' .
2. What instructional practices faculty members use
in their teaching, ' - : ’

Te
> .

. 3. Where faculty axe Experieﬁcing aifficulﬁies in

.their teaching, and . ..

V .

{ . "
4.  In what..instructional aréas-facu‘Fy are inter-.

-

‘ested iﬂ receiving help. =,

The: intention was to gérive findings that\couldabé i
useful: to the. sponsoring agencieg in allocating future

resources in support of faculty development, to the Divi—n

sion of Faculty: Development in guiding plans for program
for Association of American Medical Colleges constituentg,
as a "base-ling" against which future comparisons cam be .
made, and to individudl medical schools in guidihg the

. design og\faculty development activities. s

. A
C‘ » ’ -

METHODOLOGY: A S . o

[y

The total* population represented in thi#. study is ,

the 28,393 fullytime medical school fdculty with teach-
ing responsibilities for undergraduate 'students. A |
matrix. sampling ‘design was used to sample on a qtrafi-
fied random -basis 2,700 faculty from the population and
to randomly assign three frofi-a groug of eight survey
packages to sub-groups of the ‘sample. A ninth package
went -to the full sample. . ' .o
The surveys were distributed andifollowgd'up by |
represent?tives at each school. Usabje responses were
received firom 71% of the fample.

T O
.

.Special computer 'programs were written to analyze
the data and to present estimated populatidn valuess
based on the statification techniques. The basic re-
sults, without, interpretation, were distributed in three

+

* L -
.
‘ N 2 .
‘e
.

13
’

/

o o
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- Y . '
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. ¥ " - * - . - . . " -
preliminary, reports’ (1qclud1ng 'data for the total L
populatlon,iandffor grouplngs accordlng to school size,
school" ownershlp, departmental'afflllatlon and academig *

rank). Thisy réport: is {almdst totally restricted. td’ oL
“_analyses and 1ntegpket tiens for.-the. tgtal populatlon oo -

. - N ‘
' co Y . .
MAJOR FINDINGS' o S5 . .

-~ . LY

. The ma]or flndlngs presented‘and dlscussed ;n thls

‘report are: . . -

‘e, o y -

=, 1. TFaculty have had little formal preparation-for
their roles as teacherg. It is estimated that only 21%. e
have taken Jsanses- in educatlon and that ‘only 39% have=
ever attended -an educatlonal workshop. ’ N

2. Faculty maqu iderably more use' of trad1- .
tional .than "innovatiye' nstructlonal methods "For R

example, 56% uge lecturihg on a frequent basis, while L

only 1% use computer assisted. Tnstructlon frequently
« 3. Faculty are not thorough irt their management
of. the- instructional process. They gather -little “back-
ground on their students, are not explicit- concerning

tHeir expectatlons -for students, and are. less: th%n .Sys= N
tematic in their evaluatlon practlces o, . 5 .
. 4. Faculty express--a considerable interest in R e
improvb%? their teaching through reviewing, printed. ' Lo
materiall and attending ducatlonal workshops. Fox
example, 84 would llke 1nted material on evaluating ., .
their effectivendss as t achers and 39% would attend a - -
workshop on. this toplc . . '
) \ " ./'.J
CONCLUSION p . .
‘< " “
The high responég“rate (71%) prOV1des a basis for .
~cons:Lderable confidence; in' the findings presented. There -
is also a basis for encourayement for the future qualliy s T

of American'medigcal ‘educatidn in the'’ hlgh interest fac-.
ulty members indicate in receiving help in 1mprovlng .
their instrugtion. The study. succeeds as well in®iden~ =~ =~ Y.
tifying several areas of hlgh need for instructional
improvement, some of which are also areas of high fac- ., .
ulty interest. The.néxt tasgs will be the promotlon .and. ‘
implementa®ion of faculty development activities 1n those
areas where there are.both high need and high interest.
) . . "".t

. ' D

-




e . I,. INTRODUCTION

‘AAMC.

N
”

> ! s
BACKGROUND' .

In August, 1974 the Association of American Medical | e/
Colleges (AAMC) created the Diwvision of Faculty Develop- . :
ment (DFD). The charge to ‘the Division's staff was to ,

 design and undertake programs to assist with the improve- -
ment of 1nstructlon in U.S. mMedical schapls:
.of the staff, we decided: thd&t an dppropri : .
should be a survey of médical faculty membeérs L
information on current- teachlng and to 1dent1fy areas of . -
need for faculty development programs ThlS is the Finmal -
Report of that® Survey, - N o .
. The detalled compllatlon of f;ndlngs from _.the Sur-
vey, without intefpretative .analysis " was presen&ed in - ' b
three Preliminary.Reports (March, .Juné and July 1977),
which #ere distributeq to the sponsoring agencies and to
each Umited States and Capadian-<Medical School. The ,
_present report prov;des a more detailed analy51s and in=- ‘ ‘.

terpretatlon*pf selécted findings.

This- Flnal*Report is a freeﬁstgadlng document: the
reader. does no#*need access to thé Preliminaty Reports :
to understand the narrative.., The Fld&i Report, however,

.'is 'less’ complete'than the PrellmlnargXReports in some

réspedts: it focuses: exclusive on the ilndlnqs for the ~

total faculty pgppulation, omi analySes By subgroyps ,

such as professorial. rank, department, type” of school, 0

and size of School. The hasic’ f;nd!ngs of ¢ghese sub-

analyses were presented in the Preliminary . eports and

further analyses were considered héyond the scope of the

present report.. Selectedaflndings ®f additional analyses

of. those and: other sub-groups w1ll be reported 1n other-

publlcatloqg .

.'

Support for .this pro;ect came fron a contract witmﬁr

the Bureau of Health Manpower\jBHM), grants from the . ' -

Kellogg Pbundation and The Commonwealth Fund, and the . -

~ ai ‘ : . ' ‘N , . "

- ‘\ R

e

o : .
* FOGPS OF SURVEY ‘ S : - .

« Little solid 1nformat10n is avallable on the teach—
ers, Or- teaohlng, in sthools of medicine. There hdve -
been a few direct observational studies of medical

bl

L




819, April 4, 1964.

) teachlng,l ‘bu* they dealt w1th relatlvely small sample®

and may now be out of date. The information on facu%ty
members that is gathered for the AAMC Faculty Roster
demographic or restricted to thelt professional disci-

lines, .it does not include the- faculty members' -
grepagatlon for or views about' teach1ng,‘or*act1v1t1es

as teachers. o »

‘The. survey reported here was designed to Obtaln in-

'formétlon in"fqur pr1nc1p1e areas of consern: _f

1. We- souglit, through this survey, to" learn what "
preparation medical faculty members have.had for their
roles as teachers This information came from self-
reports of:- their formal training in teaching, their
part1c1patlon in workshops, and how these and other ex-.
perlences had influenced them

i . b
>

2. The survey sought to 1dent1fy the specific in-
structional practices tha#& rare used by faculty members
in particular slkuations. We wished ta know, for example,
what specific strategies they use and the order in whith
they sequence those strategies when managing an instruc-
tlonal task. - X

3. « The /survey undertook to identify problem areas
in instructifn. This was accomplished both by respon-
dents identifying problem areas in their own teachipg
and by our interpreting'the survey results. I;

Finally, the survey sought to 1dent1fy those,
Oblem areas where faculty members woyld welcome outside

assistance. . »

¥ - The findings from this survey can be yseful to our

sponsoring agencies in allocating future faculty

N - ’ ’ ) 9’,.
l4illiard.Jason, "A Study-of Medical Teaching Prac-
tices," J. of Med. Educ., 37: 1258-1284, Dec., 1962 and
"A Study of the Teaching of Medicine and Surgery in a
Canadian Medical School," GCan. Med. Assocg J., 90: 813-

»
. 2AAMC "General Descrlptlon of the Faculty Roster
System," Spring, 1977. . (Brochure available from the

AAMC, 1 Dupont Circle, N.W.,‘Washington, D.C. - 20036).

%.
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development resources, to DFD 1n plannlng approprlate
programg for AAMC co stltuents, as "base-line" data
- against which comparisons can be made in future 3tudies
of medlcal 1ﬁstructlon, and- in guldlng the selection of
areas of focus for faculty development programs at indi-
v1guel medical schools. . . s

DEVELOPING THE SURVEY INSTRﬂMﬁNT

~ . - /
- S With the four preceding areas in mind, p? ssible
formats for the survey instrument were 1dent1 ied- and
reviewed. We re3eq§ed techniques 1nvolv1ng direct ‘obser-
vation of teachlnggﬁnd the use’ of open-ended questlons
thege tecnniques were too costly and time consuming‘to
be used with a sample of respondents large enough and
broadly based enough to provide both precise information
and the degree of generalizability e required. 3
. - N
We gettled on two formats. The first is the classi-
cal forced-choice item ‘(question), which was used in
\1nventor1es (e.qg., respondents .ndicated in which of a
list of settings they frequently taught), to report demo-
graphlc information, and to indicate attitudes f{e. g., '
respondents indicated their degree of aygreemen} or dis-
agreement). The second format is the written simulation.
This format alloyed us- to .create situations that: are
sufficiently interesting to faculty to enhance the like-
lihood of their taking the time to respont, are
. representative of the kinds- of problems medical faculty
. members actually face, and are consistent in presenting
each respondent with the same instructional problem.

In a written simulation the regpondent is presented

» With a problem and asked which of a series of first steps
s/he would choose in solving the problemn. Dependlng on
which is chosen, the respondent is either given addi-
tional information or instructed to turn to another
section in the simulation booklet. That next section
provides new information (which is particular to the step

! selected) and again asks hWR/her to make a- branchlng
choice from a set of optlons.

.

vy

- . . . ’ X _—
) 3we &1d however, use open-ended guestions to col-
lect comments from respondents on the survey instruments

and on the process involved.

-

\
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The branching nature of - éne written 51mzlatlons
allows respondents to choosg different routes through

. eactsimulations Routes vdry according to. their length

(i.e., the nymber of sections), the range/of 1nformatlon
requested "and tne ordet in which sections are selected

The choice of item fgormat, was re ated to tHe . areas
of research focus addressed by the syrvey. Respondents
prepa¥ation for teaching, for examp)Ye, was reported using
forced-choice questions while info¥Ymation on instruc-
tional 'proeblem§ was collected thrgugh the use of written
simulations. Identification of Anstructional practices
“was made through both forced chbice gltestions and simu-
latLons. . : . .

-

-

Areas in which faculty embers would be willing ‘to
accept outside assjstance were identified through forced-

_chbice questions ang. questlons appearing at the end of .

each gsimulation on thé tail~-sheet--a page of questions
asking respondents %0 report how they felt about the
simulation thexﬁhad ; st completed and the 1nstructlonal
issues it raise .

e

'yéaﬁﬁ?he development of the survey ‘instrument folldhed
5

tafidard procedures. For the forced-choice guestions,

sues of currency- and relevance were identified through .

a review ofvkiter®ture (the last three volumes of the .
Journal, of Medical Education and the proceedings of the
Research in Medical Education Conference for the past 3
years). ‘Items were formulated and reviewed by DFD staff

and then field tested, first among ARMC staff ard then at

medical scheols.around the ‘country. The field trial
results were used as a basis for item revision and
seleetion for 1nclus1on in- the final form of tie survey
instrument. o )

A

LS
v

The simulatiohs were produced in-a similar manner.
A large ‘body of literature on 1nstructlon related acti
vities was- reviewed and a comprehensive ‘outline of the
instructional process was produced. This outline was’ -
then reviewed and topics for'the simulations 1dent1fré§
A woYkshop was convened with consultants selected to lp

.
-

‘4The design of the, wrligen_simulatlons is explained
more fully later in thi% ch - ‘

. . -
b
o L ¥ . -
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wrlte the simulations. The workshop and additional
ts by our staff after the workshop produced draft
simi/iations which were field tested. o

One outcome of the simulation wr1t1ng was the deter-
. . mination tMat evaluation, the sSubstantive area covered
i* 1in the 2nd Preliminary Report, was better sulted to
-~ forxced*choice quéstions than to the simulation format. -
Questions on evaluation were therefore written in the
forced choice format, using the procedures described
above. . e

-

Cield trlals for the’forced-choice guestions, simu-"’
" iations, instructions to respondents, and the tall sheet
Jquestions for ‘the s1mulatlons were conducted at 7 medlcal
5¢hobls, covering a range of sizes (smgll, middle-sized,
and large) and types of ownership (public and prlvate)
A senior admigistrator.at each school was asked to iden-
.tify individual faculty members who would be willing.to ot
respond to the gquestions, shmulgg; as well as to .
participate in a debrleffag.sess1on. \/rotocols for the #.z
debriefing contained questlons which allowed us to ’
1dent1fy~amb1gu1t1es in the items and simulations, dif-
P ficulties in the instructions, and other problems whlch oo
, "' ht hinder the surve , ' !
. mig Y.

~

In the fleld trials. each forced-choice questlon anﬁ
eagh slmglatlon was administered to 10 persons, _covering i
a variety of academi¢ ranks and departments. After they V.
completed the -instrument, eagh respondent was intérviewed
by a DFD staff member to 1dent1fy ambiguities and other :
- ".problems in the draft versions of the materials.

The field trials were completed in late Spring, 1976.

The results were tabulated. and used to identify weak- -

nesses in the items and 51mulat10ns, and to suggest ) ’
. appropriate revisions. These-revisions were made and
simulations and i S were selected for the final version
of .the survey instrument. ’

‘ N - -
o . c o .
. | SAMPLING DESIGN | : i
Tneéigstrument covered a variety of topics, and, as - ‘
anticipatedy was very long. It was composed of nine

parts: one~éQmmon4p§ckage, made up of -forced-choice
questions encompassing demographlc information, 1nforma—
tion on preparation for the teaching role, and
information on certain aspects of te@chrng (e.g., the

f
» . a -

o ’ ke ™ *\’I s -
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Settlng in which the respondent teaches); plus elght ‘sub-
“stantive packages dealing either with problem situations -«
in s1mulatlon format or forted-choice gueStions on evalplf ‘
uation. Each respondent wag asked to take the common
package and only three of the eight other packages, with
the particular combination of three baing determined ran-~#
domly. . A ' ’ %7/

Y]

Thys, each respondent-wasg given only a sampfe of .

the packages, and the respondehts were themselves sampled
from the population of tehaching faculty members. This
desigh, the multiple matrix sam llngrapproach5 provided N
an dptlmal balance of breadth a depth. The sampling

of faculty members was begun by , llmlnatlng from consid-
eration thHoge pexrsons on medical ‘school faculties who—kad /
ho undergraduate teaching respons bilities (e. g., full-

time administrators-and liprariansy. Next, the remalnlng .
28,393 individuals were classified \into homogeneous °*

- groyps .(called strata) accordlng to\those variables de-

scribed in the literature as:importapt: siZe of school,
ownershlp of schooll basic versus clinical scienhce de-
partment, and.academic rank. Forgy—e'ght strata were,
thus produced, ranging'in size from 86\ persons (basic
science instructors at.small, publlc s§hools) through
1602 persons Yassistant professors in clinicagl areas at
mediumxsized private schools) : .

.

stratum to be respondents in the ,survdy. i We decided to
sample 56 people by cons1der1 ‘ the number ‘of pacgkages
-which ®ach respondent,couloérespéhd withdut feeling:

th t we'were imposing unduly We decided

his/her time

that four packages
eight dealing w1th
take less than on&
max1mum e ceuld ex

’ _tute ouEIPOpulatlon
Q

combinatiqQns of eig

(the common package plus three of the
spec1f1c Ansym tional issues) would \
hour to complete and an ‘houkx was the

pect from the busy people wh® censti-

. 'Further, there are ‘56 unique .

ht packages, taken three at a\time:

o exhaust all the possible

' For The Practitioner,”" in W, J.

- we would need 56 people

’ ‘:" ) . N .ﬂ ) - -
. }‘ » 1 - .
v K. Auq51rotn1k, "Introductlon to Matrlx Sampll g /

Popham,«Ed., Evaluation
1974, pp. 451-53

in Education, ﬁerkeley: McCutChan,

L 6Importance was.deflned operatlonally as’ max1m121ng
-~ the dlfferences among groups. .

-
- - P
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> -
'
-
.
. R R
.

A
-

[y A t




< .

A\
4 )
»

’. comblnatlons of packages we ﬁlanned to adm;nlster to | /
- each stratum in the survey. o T .o ) -'W
Y . - . . t
We also entertained ot possibilities (such as .
drawinyg sdgstant lly more of ‘less than 56 persons from St
each st m) but rejected them because they would ‘either o ‘
' "make the survey'too expensive Or grovide insufficient , :
1nformation Finally, 56 per'stratum would ‘permit mean-
ingful ‘results even if the rate of retd}n was ‘as low as’ |
.67%. 1In, fact, usable respanses have been Secured from
Just\over 71% of ﬂhe sample. : - .

' s .
.. o N > . “ . . ¢ 0, . - 0 &

’ o . :—‘ "' '\.; . I'-.i ' . - N ’ ‘;' - SO “ oo ’
"ADMINIS'I:RATION OF, THE SI'JRVEY T Co ,
. R T ' ‘
"t,ov . Ve soughb to assuré a hlgh return rate by various . .2 \Tf\ L
admlnlstratlve strategles. fb;,example, members. of "the
‘DFb staff attended .each.pfy the regipnal meet%ngs of the .
A Groug on Medical ‘Education durlng he Sprimg)of 1976. to. . 7
' -explain’ the. survey and: how itgwould be GOnduCte But ‘ I
. most importantly, we.wére ass sted by coordi ‘at |
A . each school who, distygbute md’ collected. the St rvey
. mater;als\and\sent C oIlow -up xequests, as necesSary.
S BN s
- ‘The local coordlnator was momlnatéd gy .tHe Dean at s
each 'schqol. We éontagted.thése; pominees and deacribed .
the kinds of~act¢v1t1es expected ‘of them ,and é&xplained
%" .-that their first task would be to revigw the ljst of
respondehts at their.schools te verlﬁy,that each was
* ". indeed on the faculQp, taught undergraduate ‘médical .-
"studen®#s, ahd had heen - crrectly Adentlfled accordlng
to'thelr rank and academ c degartment .

!

-

]

Through this rev1ew we fOund that a-number of ¢hose:

originally drawn, for wur sample needed to be replaced. .
We drew- addltlonal ,hames, repeated the: verlfchtlon pro-
cess, and came up w1th 2, sample:that*was fepresentatlve v
of the teaching faculty at Unlted States ﬁedacal schools .{-

. *The respondents that had- been ‘identified by this process -
were sent letters. a week before ‘the. survey materials * .
arrived explalnlng the, progecﬁ and abklng for thelr coop~" ' _#&7

‘ : eratlon . . . . .
~ Fl + . . . 0

} . The packets for each respondent {the common package,'

the three additional packages, instructions, afd the

envelopes and pens needed to’ complete and return the .. ’ ¢

packages) were assembled at QFD and. mailed to the cbdor-

4 .+ .. ‘dtnators who then handled-the internal distribution at
- their medical schools. . At th¥ &ame -time, thHe . : ’
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S coordlaators were sent sets of follow- -up rem1nders to.be
T sént te spondents whq ‘had not returned their completedj
' materials by spec1ﬁaed times, along with instructions-on !
how and when t6 send them out. - ~ > , K ' :
2 , . . ’
g .Everyone--the Deans, the<coord1nators, and the fre-
spondents--was told that appropr1ate pretautions were
be1ng taken to establish and preserve’ ‘respondent anony=
m1ty. For example, we asked respondents to hgnd carry ‘
their completed, gealed packets. to the coprdlnator so . : 1
that.their names could be checked.off (and they would | .
~ thus not be sent. remin8ers) without hav;ng to write any
i identifying marks on the returned material. Using this ]

4 . \ procedure, we knew who had returned materials without v

knowing which packet was whose. The completed packets T
- - were~ma11ed by the coord1nators to DFD, where they were \,)
I logged.in and entered into the computer in preparation = " ) ‘

for analysis: . ) ¢ '
’ In logging in the data and entering it, into the o f |
computer, we checked for a variety of errors, illegal . |
‘responses (such as picking two :alternatives in forced- .
choice guestions,;when only- one ch01ce was allowable), L ' |
~ . key-punching and ¢ther\data entry errors. These checks
. were done both manudl and gz when possible, by machine
.and identified errors were verified by checking the ori-
" 'ginal response. ..If the error was due to data entry, ‘it
was corrected. If it was' an error made by the respondent
it was coded as "bad data. i *

~ . e
.

We also ver1f1ed a random 4% of the data comparrng
tat information in our data base with the raw data in the
regurned booklets. , This was to determine -the rate of
"subtle errors" whlch were not gross enough to be picked
up .either in’ the scan during data logging or by our data- :
d..cleanlng computer programs. If the error rate had net
been acceptably low, we would have had' to verify each , .
item in.eur computer data base. As it turnéd out, ‘the . '
' error rate was ab®ut 1% and we, did not need - to review the -
« balance of the data. B .

N [ 4

, 1S ¢ ‘ *

* ANALYSIS OF THE DATA , . . ] ‘ "

The strat1f1ed random sampllng procedure and the use '

. of written simulations created analysis requirements. - )

- : which precluded the use of available computer programs. ., ‘ st
Consequently, special programs were written. These

,7._ " programs attended to the particular ﬁeatures of our, .

’ -
. * . “




'ﬂt' stratified: sampling procedure, so that ye could gener—
y -alrze appropriately to the full- populatlon, and the
EE s€oring requirements of the s1mulatlons 'so that/data on ’
‘routlngs‘s woyld be provided. The analy51s begap in _
February, 1977 -and was done on the 1910 sets of ‘usable 4

. data that were avallable at that tlme. ) , )
A ; . ) s ) . .

- STATISTICS USED IN THIS REPORT

* The f1nd1ngs 1n thls report are presented as two
types of percentages, as explained below. Most findings
» : are presented as estlmated populatlon values (estimated |,
) ' parameteEs ‘that 1s, the proportion of all 28 393 full--
.7 timé teachers.of undergraduate students in U.S. medical
schools’that we estimate would have selected a particular
route if Wwe had conducteﬁ a cegnsus rather than a survey.

Generallzlng from survey responses to full popula-
- * tion estimates requires speclflc calculatlons, based on’ )
+  the sampllng procedures, For example, a sample of pro- '
fessors in basic science departments at small9 private
‘schoolstrepresents a population of 234 persons. ' A sam-
ple of professors in clinical departments at large 10 ,
. ‘public schools, by contrast, represents a population of
1220 persons. ‘In both casés we randomly selected 56
people to he part of our sample, and usable,.responses
were received from 39 persons in the first'group and 43 .
in the second. As can be seen, a percentage of the 39‘ ‘
.xespondents who.selected a particular -opftion does not !
have the same implications for the full population as ;

~. . ‘ . N ' . \’ <

-

. ¥

® ¢ 3 TFor a fullaer discussion of this 15sue, please see
the next sectlon of this Chapter.. K

s ’ 8which 1ncludes consideration of both the particu- .

lar options Selected and the order in which they are i )

selected. - R . ,
9Defined as having an ‘entering class size of less

; than 100 studentsﬂ (There are 36 such schools) ;h

. P . ‘ o v s

! 10Deflned as having an entering class size of 150 ‘ ‘
or more students. .(There are 34 such schools) _ .
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" by Cochran - ——
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.

the percentage of the 43 who selected that option. - The
statistical procedure!vused for convers1on from sample °
results to populatlon flndlngs are standard, as de§cr1bed

© ~

Although the more useful findings ‘of this Survey are
those for the full- populatlon, frequently interlst and
clarity are enhanced by tHe presentation of findings for
particular groups of respondents. For example, in each
simulation it is useful to know both the estimated pro-
portlon df the population that would, select a partlcular
option and the actual proportion of respondents that made
a particular choice, in the face of particular circum-
stances. 'To fllustrate:: it-is estimated that 15% of the

full population has attended workshops bn clinigal super-

vision. Of those respondents who did attend, 87% found
the experience valuaktle. The 15 is a population percent-
age. The 87 is a sub-yroup percentage Both can be
useful to know, As a consequence, two- types of percent-
ages are used throughout this, Reports, and are distjnguishe
from each other as foklows: .

l. Estimated population percentaqges are always pre-

\

d

¥y

teded by the symbol (#); so that "#61%" should be read as, .

"an estlmaggd 61% of the population of U.S. medlcal school
faculty members that teach undergraduates..

-
L]

2. Percentages of “sub- groups of respondents are not
preceded by any symbol, so- that_"61%" should be read as,
"61l% of the group under consideration...”

-

Frequently both types of percent@ges are presented, so
that both the proportion of respondents and the implica-

" tions for the full population can,be regdily seen.

Standard errors associated with estimatéd population per-
centages are reported .at’the end of each of the six
chapters presenting findings for the simulations.

¥

b

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS OF SIMU?IONS
. o .

Chapter 2 of this Report- summdrizes the key findings
from the "forced-choice" patkages and presents no special

. . !
"

lly, G. Cochran, Sampllng Technlgues, 2nd edition

. (New Ygork: Wiley, 1963), pp. 106 107. )

\ R
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difficulty in interpretation. Chapters-3=8, however, . - .

*report findings from the written simulations, which are

* data collection devices that depart considerably from.

conventional survey instfuments,, and require an expla- ,
nation of how to ,interpret the results. These results
are ,reported for the population as a whole” (all full-
tlmé faculty members at U.S. medical schools who teach
undergraduate students). . /

‘go . Most of the findings are reported as percentages
f th

Py

5
]

" solution of thehilmulatlon S problem the R:fpondent

e population that we estimaté would choose each/
option in each simulation. Additional results imvolve
llnkqges among options within a simulation that are
called "routes". Routes are pathways through a simu-
1atlon, and include a particular set of options, in
‘any order, a particular seguence of options, or both.
THe discussion helow wil elp with 1nterpretatlon of
the findings from the s1mu1atlons.

: ¢

Figure 1 is a flowchart showing thggresponses for
one ‘of the slmulatlons.‘ The blocks in the djagram c¢or-
respond to 'sections in the simulation--a paragraph or

“two of prose followed by sources of infgrmation the
respondent might wish to use and/or ne¥t’ steps in the

S

-

might wish.to pd¥sue.

- 1% .
. Each simulation begins with an."opening scene"
(designated as Section "A" in'the flowchart). 1In

"Research Supervision", the &pening scene is:12

-

4 RESEARCH SUPERVISION®

Tt A roenl has nrtitgted A At eg 0f re quite 1 Rac ek Prag reb rg 1 meay
CTrUents v th a aaperesed opporturity b et e b ar ath ¥ ¢ I3 o h
3 S ot rvmner ahog aalt tdpaor, ot AT Y

T, 0 Ltthres Sl nt; you wH Super o '; by [FRNE
Are a0 _rdueting resedrch on the ;fvb' PMNe Sepa e N 0y, 2 e
tod e Ut car ruteagues tnal he is samethine At gy

Yot

[

2% LM YUY Te

Cont'd...
-/

”

12Thls section from the slmulatlon, reproduced '

differs from those used in the survey in that
responses to, the options in the survey were presented
in the "latent image" form; .that is, the responses
next. to the selected, options (such as "GO TO SECTION
J" in Al) were not visible to the respondent and had
to be devéloped with the use of a ‘'special pen.

4

t
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. ' . Opening scene of "Resed&rch Supervision"-continued: \ ‘

‘ T . '_ v . »

. Jim nas recently compteted a brief course entitted lmvccucnon 12 Resvarch ang the Scientific
s L . . 4 -Metrod 1n¢ nas oeen to d that good fesearch begins with 1, ea of the certinant erature When
" S'MLomes 1o rs byt menfing you Drovide him w th 3 CUrte At e @ to heip Rim pearn ts Lterature : )
SLArCh Y. thn ™o egks e IsMo prepare an 1nnotaled olbls 1Grachy *o yourte v Y us tasks are
to e.aluate Jm 1 uibligurachy to give him feedoack und™o + range vhwlemr ' oa upnstruetion -
. 1S apprepr ate vetora he btgms\ M5 actuar resggren NOTh w.In yOu
L * ¢

] . You would now (CHOOSE DNLY ONE)

Al Rncourans sim It begin and tgecontact T COTC SICTION J = .
you b he has any proclems Otheraise .
B . you &l see im in fwo weeks . . ’

3 A ' ’ A2 Encourgie Jim 1o begin and arrahge to T CQOTOSLOTIONT =~ v
— meet witn him afts 1 one week 10 resaew s P
his progross )

- L] Ll
A3 DTecus  ath J'm your expertatiors tor --’ GO TO LEQTIONP .
.
t RIS 40 51 IS asgignment N
v ’ . a L ha

Ad ALkm 1o d scusy Mis backnMund noan TGO TOATCTOND
, e lefgre ing Ard Conduchng rogr areh

JAS a3k . mtone pas any fueshone brefogs CNT . TCTIONM ™
R N tc’;m".ng . ) «
s

] ,-

. e optlons in the opening scene (de51gnated by the
numbers 1-5 in the opening scene box on the flowchartl3)
each lead to a different section, as revealed to the
resporident when a choice is made (e. g., GO TO SECTION J).

\ Each donneCtlon between sections is represented on the

flowcnart by an arrow from the option number to the box

repre%entlng the next sectlon. .

ipte that respondents.do not move through the sec--
tions|in alphabetical order; the lettérs serve simply as

a devﬁce for identifying sections and bear no relation—

ship to either the cohtent of the sections or the Srder

in which they arxe selq‘ped by the respohdents.

Most arrdws. on the flowcharts are 1nterrupted by
numbers. For example, in Section A, option 5 has the
number 21 associated with it. This means that we estic
mate that #21% of medical faculty members would choose
. this option ("Ask Jim if he has any questions before -

beginningd) if we were 'to do a census. Thus, approxi- i
mately #21% of the-population would move\from the
opening scene (Sectlon A) to Section M, a brldge section.

a
N .

B

13Numbers” do- not alway§ appear in ascending order in
the flowtharts though they do in the simulation booklets.
“The departures from natural qrder were used to simplify
the flowchart layout.

.

\
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Bridges are a mechanlsm for dlrectlng respondénts from
section to'sectipon and on to a 'point, which ends the prob-
lem, as shown in the follOW1ng example:~

L .SECTION ;

: Jum asks whether you want his bibliography to foliow a particular lormat, You tell him he can’
use the citations in the article you have given him as a gusde He has nofurther quesnons You would , ’

interpreting and conducting research

now (CHOOSE ONLY ONE) .t . -
-~ . s g .
v - M1 Encourage him ‘tosbegin and to contact t
you if he has any problems Otherwise . 4
you will see him in two weeks, \
¢
‘2 Encourage hym to begin and arrange to ' ’
meet with him alter one week to teview . ,
. g progress | . . . "
4 ! . ‘ .
M3 Discuss in greater detas‘ your expecta- "
tions for his work on tms aSS|gnment
M4 Ask Jim to discuss his background in -

“

.

Not everyone reaching, Sectlon M would select the
same option. On the basis of ‘the survey responses we
estimate that #9% of the total population would ask the
stqdent to begln working and schedul'e a meeting with him
in a week (option M2). The Value, #9% (indicated simply

~ as-"9") can be found on-the flowchart in the arrow unde?

the number 2—-correspond1ng to the.option M2. . -

The total percentege of people '

enteriné" any sec-

* tion
seen

equal

in Sed&

s, the sum of the values exiting.

v

Thls.cgn be

ion M where - ‘#21% of the population enter, and,

’

#21% leave (6-+ 35 9 % '3).

- This equalltyg;grbe obscured, in some cases,' be-
cause the options leading to a-section are not always
readlly apparent. One way in which this may, happen is
shown in Section'B, where the arrows have to be back- 4 “

- tracké&d some dlstance to identify all the respondents
who enter that section.: The second way is seen at sec-
-tion E, which .appears to have only #5% entering .by one-
option (S7) yet #7% leave. The remaining #2% come from \
option 6 .in Section G at the rjght hand side of Fiqure 1.

* -+ A symbol (

) is used at G6 to 'keep the figure frem

being overly crowded by lines.

age*lettér‘iﬁside'the
ich the option leads

—

cirele indicates the section to

2

. , ' .' . /\a _l4:
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and the arrow head p01nts in the general dlrectaon of i .
that seéction. . _ .

. n

The equallty of percent enterlng and leav1ng 9 . .
“séction may appear not to be Preeise. 1In Section U, for .o
example,” 1% of the populatlon enter (#5% from N8 and *
#6% from OlO) and #12% leave (#1% via option 6 and #11%’ 1
through- optloh 8) .. This seeming discrepancy is ‘due to ¢

+ . rounding. error, attrlbutable to the computatlonal pro- T

as

‘cedures® used in analyzn’ t;.he data.. ‘ -

o’ A
Option U7 differs from

Spechlcally, any respondent

hers described so far.:
0 selected the optlon.
u7. Br1ef]y describe the research )

you are conducting. : . . - o ’
. L E . N

‘would have developed the following response: i o

- Jim appreciates this background and i
says he is anxious to begin the actual .-
, research phase. MAKE ANOTHER CHOICE. »

The phrase MAKE ANOTHER ‘CHOICE is the instruction which
turns respondents back and asks them to.select ffam.the
remalnlng options.- Op the flowcharti MAKE ANOTHER CHOICE ) -
is indicated by the U-shaped arrow (\)), as showsr under -

optlon u7. ) - )y ! , . ’ W,
. M : b

Some sectlons, such as_Seetion E, have only-a sin- ° .
gle arrow leading out of them. In thesé .cases, all R
respondents are directed to a specific section (e. g., NOW
GO TO SECTION B), as shawn in the following example:

+ 1t .
.
» .
R x .
. . N
.

- naicate v~ h of the foluwing ropics you wou'd ur .vr)umﬂo:kﬁudn N d CIrUsSIuN webn im . - .
oy et oxp o tatns ot ibtography (INDICATE YOUR CHOILE ROR EACH ITER BELOW) >
- . hd -

. . NeTE AR Y WTiE APPFAT TO REC 0,
-7 *%  YOUR JECISION ON EACH ITE™M
~ . !
’ . N Would Include . woBd NotInclude . ™ »
E1 Thetypes of sourcrs dim shoGid e n ’ A | !
.

e T g m Should u,e in the annota

. . . ‘ ’
. [ITR - . . - -
- . » ..

£3 The relovanae o} i Liwature search 1o,
.

? his @Ork ON tusproject ’ ' ! :
K wrol - . R
Mo, The mportan: e of identitying key contro-,° 4 A ’ N

+ ‘versial 1ssues

. N v .
. s ) . - ¢
N . -
. -
. . .
. . .

o » y o ’ .
v .. Y
’ * ‘ Cont d. L ) *
- ‘ .
1] ca !
) ) A 4
’ . ! ” .
. A : - v . -
. » . .-1 . ’ ~ »
L .
O ‘e 15 . ) LR .
’ . . €Y o ’ . a
(’ N )
. - /
- » . / - v
; o . . * \ R -
. ¢ . . . . ,
- -




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Section E continued:

The depth of research yeu expect to see
reflected rn the annotations

The standards you will use t0 evaluate hig
werk -

The dumber of citations hs should includ»

The relevance of thif assrgnmont 1o tis
future as a physician
4
A}
NOW GO TO SECTION B
-

.

«

N

Note that Section E represents one kind of "shopping
list"--a section where the respondent 'is asked to make

a response to each individual option. A second kind of
shopping list section is also used. - While the first
part of the section gives the respondent a ,list of op-
tions fo choose among, the second asks hlm/her to selett
an. option which leads to another sectlon. The following
1s an example of such a section:

-~
a . N

n
N

. R
Jim talws fnefly abostthe Inttodin honto Fes e g the et e B 00 1 oL sat f ok
dand Gaees 0 fupetieial overveew of 1ne o oo d gy o, L oy g U

wolil (CHOOSE AS MANY AS ARE APPROPRIATE IN ANY OgDER)
Il His opinon of researcn i g noral
hd -

His pror experance (eading ’vm.m
artigies and reports 3 >

-
His itulity to antorpr Lledrng thaint ymeo b
ton

this teasons fok selectir§ the poarts uhor
.
research 1opic

.
His expectations for thi course

L
Cont'd...
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t e ) . TABLE 1

.

Section, D continued:
- ) .

|2

‘n view of this discussion, you would n {(CHOOSE ONLY ONE)
- ‘ -

N D6 Encourage Jim to begin and to contact
vou if he has any problems Otherwise
you wil see him in two veeks

- .
D7 Discuss with Jim your expectations for
his work cn this assignment

* D8 Encourage Jim to beqgin and arrange to
meet vith him after one week to review
his progress 1

b9 Briefly describe the sesearch yq*are
.conductxng

D10 Review with Jim the major steps in the
process of conducting s¥stematic re-
search .

t

oyt

, . Since only D6-D1l0 reduire gﬁe respondent to choose
one of a number of options, they are the only Ohes rep-
resenfed in the flowchart. Percentage values for the '
optlons in the shopping lis¥ portion of the section are
reported in separate tables preceding each flowchart at
the end of each chapter. 1In the case of Section D,.the
" table looks like. this: '

.

1

~,

Example of Report1ng for a "Shopp1ng List" Section From the

Simulation "Research Supervision"

L TOTAL POPULATION SECTIONS
. : TOTAL
, DESCRIPTION OF-OPTIONS  c D [s (u .
1 Opinion of research ' 12|37 29
2 Prior experience reading . -
scientific articles | 7113 15189 34
2«3 Ability to interpret technical - ) .
information , . 5101216 | 23
4 Réasons for selecting topic’ - 9|17 [ 4 |10 ‘ 40
5 Expectations for this course 916 |4 |10 39

-
' . N

L]

-
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. .

Sectlon‘D is one of the four parallel sections '
giving the respondent the opportunity to discuss the
student's research background. 14 rThese sections are
parallel in. that the options in C are the sa;F as' in
D, S, and U. Thus values can be added. acr and, for
example, it can be.estimated that #29% of the popula- -
‘tion would like to_know the ‘student's opinion .of
research (under thé circumstances of the simulation)
y&en supervising this kind of student activity.

Those sections which ask respondents to choose '

first among  "shopping list" options AND THEN branching
options will tend to have parallel forms only for the
shopping. list portion (as reported in Table 1)% These
sections™have different options in the CHOOSE ONLY ONE
set- of options. Note, for example, that there are 4
such optionsein Sections C.and S, 5 in D, and 3 in U.
The p01nt‘in the simulation whére each section occurs
accounts for these differences. The approprlate 'next -
step" depends on where the respdndent is in his/her

_bolution of the 51mulatlon s problem, and that position
is reflected in ‘the number and character of the CHOOSE
ONLY ONE optlons that are made avallabIe.

Flnally, the symbol is used to indicate that the
respondent has reached the "end of”’ the problem.” 1In the
case of "Research Supervisien" there is only one EpP
(located at the lgwer right-hand corner. of Figure'l)
while in other simulations there,may be several points
at which the problem can end. Note that EOP means that
the respondent ‘has come to the end of his/her approach
to the problem's solution, not that all the sections
| available in the booklet have been considered.

e

, There is one other consideration in 1nterpret1ng the
results on an option- by*optlon ba51s. In Figure 1, for
"Research Supérvision" for example, we see that #1% en-
tered Sectlﬁ via Optlon Fl and #4% by D8, but we
cannot tell ‘these two groups of\respondents proceeded
subsequently; -bogh groups become "mixed" at this point in
. " 4 '

L

[y

Lid

+

14Barallel sectlons are necessary in the design of
the 51mulatlons wheénever there are a serles of steps that
can be* followed in various orders. This destgn fdature
makes -it possiblé to know the particular sequence select-
*ed by the respondent.

/ ~
'
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the analy51s. It is notpp0551ble, therefore,- to deter-
mine from that figure ¥pat ercent of the population i .
selects any given tota¥® route through the simulation.,
For that, a different analysis of the routes themselves
1s necessary, and is reported separately in each chapter ' ..
and, when appropriate, represented on a separate Figure. ' ' )
REAQ?IONS Tp‘THE SIMULATIONS . - : | —

When responde”ts reached the EOP, they were asked
to turn to a "Tail- -sheet," located inside the back cover - .
of the:booklet, to complete some questions about’ the - .
simulation and the way it relates to their teaching re- . o
sponsibilities.” On the basis of the findings from thoke
questlons15 we are able to draw the following cdnclusions: .

‘1. ©The different simulations were perceivedlconJ

si'stently by the respondents. Spébiflcal}y, ‘the ‘
responses to the questions about each simulation were
very similar to the responses about &ach other simulation,
although no one faculty member. responded to more than 3 ,
of the 6 simulations, and many responded to only 1l or 2. .

2. The simulations have hlgh’face valldlfy Re-
spondents reported- that, tHe simulations are realistic. and ' '
allowed them (the respondents) to show how they actually
handle similar ifAlstruction and instruction related prob-
lems. - N

+3. The simulation format works atceptably. Re-

spondentS¢indicated that theYy understood how™to use the'
simulations and hed little difficulty work@ng through = , -
them. (This is confirmed by the finding that fewer than
4% of the responses were blank or improperly executed.) °

4. Most faculty members found these simulations on )

instructional - problems sufficiently interesting to 1nd1— . -

' cate their interest in working on others. <

.
.
/ . .
.
“
. d .

CAUTIONS . . R '

Mo

On the basis of. the procedures used in this survey,
we feel compelled te provide three cautlons about the
results presented in ‘this report. . .

,1l. The tresults are based on-pencil-and-paper self- - ’
reports, which may not be a fully accurate reflection of

. 4 Y

lSReprfﬁaxln detail in the Third Prellmlnary Re-~

port, July, 1977. . . .

y
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whdt people. actually do when they teach; therermay be a

. dlscrepancy betveen what our respondents say theéy. do and
what they actpally do under'the‘pressures of real teach-
ing. We did sttess that we Were 'seeking reports of
actual teacher behavior by including the following in-
struc;aon at the start of each simulation:  "Your task
is—€o choose the optlon(s)-whlch best reflect(s) what you
.would actually do if you were faced with that problem in
the teachlng‘!pu ‘do." JYet, we/recognize that under real

" world conlstraints it 1s possible that a teacher’would do
one thing (or.not do another) which s/he would do dif-
ferently if more,tlme were available or oOther
qpportunities ‘'were’ provxded, and self- -reports mlght tend
toward the latter rather .than the former. ‘It is.prob-
ably best td dinterpret the reported results as either
an estlmate of the "upper bound" of teaching in U.S.
medical schools, or as an estimate of-what faculty.mem-
bers think they should be doing. We have concluded,
however, that there 1s no-reason to suspect purppseful
distortion; -there are tpoo ‘many examples of instructional

//behaglor reported that are not consdistent with sogynd
1nstru¢tlonal principles.

.~

)

/. 2. The results reported reflect both the feellngs
‘'of the resppndents and the measurement pfocedures, for-
mulae, statistical assumptions, etc., used in designing
and executing the study., To the degree that certain.

. kinds of information can be collected using forced-

- choid® questjons, and- described using percentages, our
results can be used for drawing conclusions about the
popuwlatioh of teaching faculty members. ~

3. Since we collected small amdﬁnts of data from’
‘each respondent, and since we dealt with a limited num~.’
ber of respondents at each medical gEhool, we did not -
(and-will not) report oyur findings on either an indivi-
dual or school basis. We did not collect enough
information to warrant our .drawing inferences at either
of these levels. .

Within the constraints of these three cautiég;j\and
given the procedures we have described in this chapter,
we are satisfied that the flndlngs in the Report are in-
terpretable and meaningful.

-~

-~
~®
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'+ "II. U.S. MEDICAL SCHOOL FACULTY - AN OVERVIEW.
v a“. * ) ; ' '/'

This Chapter presents descrlptlve information and
v .general findjngs from the.survey' of full-time faculty
. members’ who teach undergraduate students .in United.

States medital schools. As explained”in Chapter I, the

statistics reported ‘are estimated percentages of the

total population of 28,393. The areds of focus are:
« demographic variables (age, sex, mobility), preparation )
", for teaching (courses taken, workshbps attended) , teach-
“ing settings and methods,. and educatioénal issues (from
whom assistance is sought, experience with ﬁew develop—
ments in medical educatlon) .

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES ™~

A. Age )
Table 2. presents the percentages of age grouplngs
for the total population. There are essentially no
o differences from this age spread pattern among members
’ of basic science or clinical departments. There are

> " TABLE 2
Age

55+  45-54  35-44  25.3d 25
4216 - 426 #39 #23 #0

'differences, in expected directions, according’to aca-
demic ranks: only 21% of Professors are below age 45,
while 61% of Assotiate Professors and 87% of Ass1stant
Professors are. Conversely, 32% of Professors, 8% of -
) Associate Professors, and 2% of Assistant Professors are
. - 55 or older.

N -
] ¢ 4

165ee Chapter I, p. 9 for am explanation of the
two -types of percentages (with # for full popylation;
without # for sub- groups) used in the report///

My

J




- B. Tenure ’ N ‘ I

AN -—_ /
e Forty*51x per nt (#46%) of faculty members hold '
' academic tenure. elationship between this variableé

and academic rank is as expected: only 10% of Assistant
Professors hold tenure, while 66% of Associate, Professors
and -91% of Profegsors do. There is a relatlonshlp be-
tween departmehtal affiliation and tenure: 55% of basic -
science faculty hold tenure, while only 42% of full-time
clinical faculty do. Possibly, ‘this may be explained by
differences in the way tenure is granted in the two areas
(in lieu of salary or on a different tine, scale), a ten-
dency for promotlons to *Be granted earlier in the basic
-sciénces, (see C, below), or a tendency for some physi-
cians to interkupt their full-time academlc careers with
periods of c¥inical practice. . «
‘ | l

- . - C. Acaﬁemic Rank .

' Table 3 presents the proportioné of faculty at each
academic rank. There is a relationship between rank and ‘
departmental affiliation, which parallels the relation-

ship between department and tenure (see B, above).

s »
~ » ’
B N .
.
.

Q ' TABLE 3~ .
.’ / Academlc Rank . e .1
- ' . ‘ ‘ o ‘. Inst. & . |
Prof. Assoc. Prof. 4 Asst, Prof. Others ‘
29 - R 7Y S & #14

Among basic science £ culty 58% are Professors- or Asso-
ciate Professors, whi%e among clinical faculty 49% hold
these ranks. i .
D. Sex
" The large majority of fuyll-time medical school fac-
ulty mempbers are men (#84%). This proportion is the same
among basic science and clinical faculty, but ‘Varies
according to academic rank (Table 4). The‘'inverse rela-
+ tionship between academic rank and the’ percentage of
faculty who are female might be attributed to one or more
~of the following: the small humber of qualified female
Co graduates available for academic appointments until

'

-
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recent years,l7 a tendency for more women than men to
, postpone and/or interrupt their progress on the career .
. ladder,: or differential treatment of men and women in .

the promotion process. These factors were not ‘investi-" . /

gated in the study.

(4

TABLE 4 "

' ' , Sex of Faculty, By }ank ' _ . .
. . :
. L Male Female '
’ Professors (#29%) .' 95% - 5%
Associate Prbféssors (#24%{“/;~4 8% ‘ 12/
o Assistant P;pfessp;; (#3¢2) = 82t 18%
Instructors & Others (#14%) g2y o3y~
. E. Teaching "Load" - T P ’ %
. The number of  weeks per year and the number of .* - ‘
hours per week that full-time fagulty members spend with .
medical student’s are summarized in' Table 5. It is empha- s

sized that these findingd do not include the time these
ingtructors may spend teaching graduate, students, house
officers, nurses, or other students, qr pursuind other
Tesponsibilities (such as'patient care, research,; or
: administration). It is striking that nearly one-third
- ¢t#31%) spend less than 10 weeks per year, and more- than
one-third (#35%) spénd less than 5 hours per week teaching -

.

* 0

) e . . -

171n medicine, for example, prion to 1967 ‘there was
only one year. (1950) in which the proportion ¢f female
graduates.of U.S. medical schools exceeded 6.9%, so the ’
#16% of faculty members that are female exceeds that part
of ‘the pool, with e increased numbers in the lower ranks ¢ .
‘possibly reflecting a recently enlarging pool and the ef-
fects of "Affirmative Action" programs. '(Datagram, J. of

Medical Education, 48:, 186-189, 1973.) - ' )
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TABLE 5

*

Hours Per Week and Weeks Per Year :
Spent Teaching Medical Students , 1

o

Hours égf Week

3
LY

S & 59 10-14- 15+

AT1 35 R AL
Weeks Per Year ‘
<10 10419 . 20-29 30-39 40+
‘ Al #31 1 420 e #10 428
Basic Sciences 30" 35 ©20 9 6
Ginical 30. » *13 9 J 9 37
18 .

" medical students. JFurther, it should. ke noted that

. almost two-thirds (464%) of the faculty teach medical
students less than [0 hours per -week and more than hal
(not necessarily ‘the sarme people) teach less than 29

weeks per year. It is also noticeable and understandable

that c‘1n1c1ans tend to teach year-round (more than 40

wee onsiderably more than do basic stientists ( 37%°
vs. . There are virtually no differences 1n teaching
"load" accordlng to academxc rank. -

F. Mobility" '

Contrary to poéular assumptiops, U.S. medical fac- .

ulty members are not typically on the move -between ¢ »
-institutions. The darge majdrity (#68%) have held a
salaried appointment at only one school and #58% have
been at their present school five years or longer (Table
6). Sixty<five percent (#65%) of faculty have held
salaried academic’ appointments at medical schools for

,five or more years. There are no dlfferences of any
L 4

r .

X,

L

.. ' .

180t all faculty who tehch less than 10 weeks per
year are the ones who teach less than 5 hours per week.’
The correlation between these two groups is 0.47.

A ]
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. - TABLE 6.

[ 4 .

u.s. Mgﬂ1ca1 Facu]ty Mob111ty

No. of Medical’ Schoo]s at Which - ) P
Salaried Appointments Have Been He1d:
. ” . s

es 423- 47 #2 #

No. of Years, as Salaried ?acu]t& at
" Present Medical School; ' .
1 1-4  5:9.10-14 15-19 20+
7 .
#5  #37  #32'. #12 #7 #7

‘consequence according to departmental afflllatlon and
variations 'by rank follow the expected pattern: #21% of ’
professors, #11% of associate professors,-and #3% of

assistant professors have held appointments at 3 or more
schools.

«,

] L 3 hd . -
.
» ’ ~

PREPARATION»FOR TEACHING -

It is generally felt that securing competence in a
field or discipline is a necessary part of preparing for
teaching. 1In contrast, only recently have any medical

'faculty members considered it necessary or desirable to
complement that preparation with efforts to develop their
instructional effectiveness. Indeed, only in the past
decade ,have instructional development opportunities -
(courses, workshgps, semlnars) begun to be fairy widely
available. . -

->
.

Almost_no prier data are available’for comparison
to the findings. of this survey. The only known data on
faculty efforts to secure help in preparing for their
teaching, ;per se, come from a study conducted two decades
ago. This study found that virtually no one in a sample

.. of 350 teachers-at 7 U.S. medjical schogis had undertaken

. any special preparation for- teachlng. Although the

-
‘

J

l?ﬁ. Jason,'"A Study of Teaching Practices at ~—
Seven Selected U.S. Medical Schools," Unpublished doctoral
djissertation, The University of Buffalo, 1961.




subjects in the study had not been selgcted to be a
representative national sample, the finding was probably
indicative of the national situation. Considering tHat
almost none of the medical faculty pursued systematic
preparation for teaching 20 years ago, it is striking

to find that now #21% of faculty have taken one or more
formal college courses on edycation/teaching, #39% have
attended workshQps or training sessions on instruction,
and the majority of~those who were involved in these
activities feel positively about the relevdnce and value
of the experience for their own teachingd#(Tables 7 and 8).

TABLE 7

Preparation for Teaching: Formal Courses

>

Have Taken One or More Formal
Courses on Education/Teaching . . . . . . . . . . =217
View of Value of Specific Course(s)

for Own Teaching: '

Igpj£; %20 Relevant Not Relevant

Educ;gional Psycholog #15 . . 782] y 222]
Instructional Design . | - #13 90 19

" Teaching*Methods 16 87 +{3
Evaluation/Testing ne 8 oy 4
Sociology #12 60 ’ 40, L
Aﬁthrépo]ogy N AR 61 - 39 ’

20 '

3
Numbers. in this column are estimated percentages
of all faculty (e.g., #15% of faculty have taken a course
in Educational Psychology).

21Numbgrs‘in this column are percentagﬁf of those
faculty who have taken a course on that top (e.qg., 78%

of the #15% who took a “course op .Educational Psychology
found it relevant).” . o
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: Preparation for Teaching: Workshops ° A
) " Have Attended One or More Workshops/Trainigg Sessions on Design, Implementation and/or { . {
Evaluation of Instruction tn the Health Professions: - < 13 L
- . ’ L ]
o - ) } ‘s
' . Time Spent in Workshops: 1day . - 102 . ) LI
1 - 7 days - 59 , A .
M-4weeks - .23 .
‘ - . 1 - 3 months. - 5 . 4
. ’ 3+ months - 4 «
. ‘ . - . ]
View of Value of Specific Workshops for Own Teaching: Lt » B '
‘. ' - » " N % -
. : Not
Topic ' I 323 Naluable? valuabledd  »
. =5 ¢ v
Instructional/(durse Defsign ' ’ #26 86 14 . LI
Lecturing ’ to . 13 81 ; 19 . ’ (
Small Group 0{scuss1on - 123 ) R 9
- r
Laboratory Teaching . 9 83 . 7 _ )
i’ Clinical Instructyon/Supervision #15 ¢ 89 n
. Interpersonal Sk111 Development/Sens1t1v1ty' - . .
Training - 6. 8 127
Evaluation of Clinical Performance . AL ] . LA
. . ' *
. Symulation Techniques - ) ns "8 1
L. os : DeveJopment of Programmed Instruction/Self- . . -
i i InstructionalvMaterials T 21 87 13 7 . N
Computer Assisted Instruction (C.A.1.) : m Id 74 . 26' ,
- Use of Media n Instruction - 7 f20° o N , 9° . i
Evaluation/Testing. ’ 23, . 90 10 . /
R p . b 5 0 ¥
- ‘ A ’ A
* v’ ’
. M . ” ’ ’
- i M »
) ’ ,g" - . . R )
. BT — ’
, . . R ,
22Numbers in this columm are percentages of the #39% of faculty who have attended workshops. .
5 N ‘,"‘f‘-.‘r ey '
. LNumbers in this column.are estimated percentages of all faculfy ("e".g_x-‘ facMy-have attended M
a workshop on Instructional/Course Design). Ly -,," . ; . -/
. beva,
" Numbers in this column are percentages of those who have attended a workshop on that topic (e.g., _
86X of the #25% who attended a workshop on Instructional/Course Design found 1t valuable). ~
- -F ‘ *
\\ .
i . , -27~ -
Q ’
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INSTRUCTIONAL SETTINGS ANE METHODS

A. Settings .

The setting in which instruction occ¢urs can exert
a considerable influence on the range of experiences
available to students and, hence, on the gquality of

i their learning. Although teachers can arrange exceptions,,,
i it is generally trué that there are particular opportu-
nities available in_ each separate instructional settlng
- . For example, in a 1aboratory‘pr a patient examlnlng room
opportunities eXLst “that tend not to be avallable in a
classroom, and vice yersa.- . .

Table 9 presents the findings based on self-reports
from medical faculty on the instructional settings in,,
which they teach, for the totalpopulatiomy~ and agcording
to academlc rank "and departmental affiliation. As ex-

. pected, most teaching qccurs in classrooms and conference
-reoms, With the interesting finding that the intidenct of
"frequent" use appears to be related to ,academic rank.
N T e Qg;s parallels thé finding for "frequent" use of lectur-
) ] g, in Table 10. FPor reasons based on both suljject )
¢ matter and tradition; basic science teaching is distr¥i-
buted among the settings differently from the pattern for ;-
the clinical sciences.  Office-based .teaching is fairly
common, even among membe¥s of basi science departments .
Not.surprising, but perhaps disappointing &#is the.find-
ing that basic sclentlsts almost never téach 1n'pat1ent-

{

. ., care settlngs. v .-
- - . “ » . ! ;\ »
- B. Methods- i : ) -~

‘ N ! T -, . ‘ \
Various factdrs can«contribute-to a-teadher’s .
. *selection of particular inst ﬁctionaiﬁMethods. ‘Experience
, in working withimedical teachers, suggests that the most

important factors are the thod's appropriateness for

! ) v the subject: matter, the teacher'sg fam;llarlty with the
method, departm al/1ns£ntutlona1 expectatlons igd !

° traditions, clas ize, and available resources. Even
it the selection of an instructional method is under its - .

‘user's controly .once selected, the method brings
% _  constraints .on the uses’ to which it cgn be put. There

= - - o
- ‘ "+ 25pindings that bear on some aspects of how faculty
e members make decisions on these matters are presented in.e-

Chapter VII. . " —
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\/”)’ . v . - Instructional Settings ’ . . ,
> . - © | Total” .| Assistant Associate ‘ T Basr, ) — 7. ~
' Setting . Response Population Professor Professor ° Professor Sci&g Clinical - |
. . LAY " v E P DA T — Liamas
v . Lo e, L - « % b " . o
« | Glassroon/Conference |~ Freq® .| -yl L wg L] e e BB | e T
oom i o "’ b Ve T -~ . B ! ’ '
, _ _ « T . | occa o | 43 B A L A 23 - B .7 3
' . B 3 . - . -3 ,‘ . ) R . - l: ° W"
. . . - Never #Ge ¢ &, 3 v lam 2, . 3 . 7,,E . .
Office ‘|.v Freq 7y .. -~ S - 24 o pr 307 ;;71;429 R .
. . 1 RN T - . : R < R .
-t . ‘ P Occa #47 MR *E 5%. 8 i, 5 2 .,
. - # . . , . < b . o . . “
b .3 poer  [cms o | w4 T o Sl ra
| Laboratory T L Frea f g T L e I ol o @ o s g8 7]
' » n . - : ' N ° 3 B N ; ]
! .o s . Occa - #30. . T < I 3% - 34 - 28, )
. 3 ’ . - . pRY N A '1"‘ ! % s B
. ( . . . - Never | #44 - s ® - . S 13, R 7 SRS .
. ) Patient Bedside .- Freq #7337 32 4 B} g | ) 48
. . . [ . . . N N R % \ ~ R .e N -
’ « : -« Occa” o | 420 ...zl 20 . 18 . 19, s N %
. - » , . R . . . . B T .
‘ . S "t i 7 Never . | a1 Y. a7t a0 92 . 2 N
'\: . . | Patient Examinang Roomy Freq ey BB % - §, by . # . 30 1 » 1‘139' S [
) - . . - . - A ) \ S T e ¥ ) T ’
. Ll - . |- g Occa | #21 Tt 2 s !‘a 21.-. 23 - . 4. v B
S S Never. | 53, B “sa, b 41 e A DR ,
- e v s . # . - | N - . L . %
L I Sl , ~ 26Keﬁ: Freq = Teaching 1s dSM PREQUENKLY in this setting; Occa = Jeathing 1s done OCCASIONALLY ia this setting;
“\/levere- Teaching is NEVER done in this setting. ~ : . - .' >
” ‘ ot ~- N . » \‘ ": 27 . ;M - - ' . . . ‘I‘
‘ e A Fer_all percentages- in this table tM standard errors .are .2 or less. ‘- . . :
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TABLE 10

’

-+ -5
4 .
Instructional Methods )
| Tota Assistant -Associate Basit v
Method ’ Response | Population Profe;sor Professor Professor |- Science Clhinical
- sy ) ? , .
Lecturing Freq?8 #5627 « é ’ . 8. " b ] 46
. ' Occa #36 T B ” . ’ 18 44
9 3 O R ‘.a v ‘ . M
8 Never 8 7 PR i R 4 10
Smail Group #freq | 65 63 o n |, = n
Discussion 2 . .
: Occa #28 + 31 . L Fa ] = 9 23
Never #6 6 o ] '3 8 ]
- —— :
LaboRatory Freg ‘| #26 2% 29 27 54 14
.| ~Teaching ' * :
Occa #30 27 . N 34 - 3% 29
Never #44 48 / 39 14 58
. I
Clinical Instruc- Freq 144 A 40 48 3 63
tionfSupervision -t
Oged 7 114 ' .15 n ‘19
' 1 4
“ Never #39 &% 40 37 87 18
P [ ] -~ T
Tutorial Fregq #20 16 24 24 13 22
Instruction . . t
Occa QN #47, @ 48 51 57 43
T Never #33 % 2 25 ) 35
Programmed . Freq 3 5 7 7 6 6
Instruction/Self- » :
¢t Instruction Occa #27 25 26 3 30 25
Materials ’ .
s Never #67 L &9 ., 68 56 - 64 69
Computer Assisted Freq f 0 g 1 1 1
Instruction .
(C.A.1.) Occa #7 6’ [ ¢ 9 11 » &
Never #93 9 p 93 90 88 95
1 .
A : 3 /
Key. Freq = This method 1s FREQUENTLY used.
Occa = This method 1s (;CCASIONALLY_ used. )
Nevef = This methad 1s NEVER:used. = - -
29For all percentages n this table the standard errors aPe 2 or less.
-~ ‘ ‘
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are, for exaffple, instructional goals that can be more .
+ - readily fulfilled in a smadl group discussion than in a
lecture, and vice versa. Indeed, sthe method used may
*« shape, or even determlne, some of the-goals that are
pursued . . . 5
* Table 10 presents the extent-to which faculty in - DS
general, and accordlng to -academic rank and departmental =
affiiliation, use various instructional methods, Lectur-
- ing and small groyp discussion are the most commonly used ° ,%ﬁ
.methods, with the newer approaches of programmed instruc- :
tion and self-instruction still not in wide use. Computer
assiésted instruction is r&re. The pattern of utilization
of the various methods Quong basic science and clinical |
faculty members is largely as expected. There is more .
frequent use of lectures and laboratory teaehlng in the ¢
basic sciences and more frequent use.of -sm#fll groups and
clinical superv:.s:.on among CllnlClanS.'*-? . \‘ .

ADVICE AND ISSUE'S,' ‘ § -

- R / ' .

A. Seek;ng Advice - . - : . )

" N One indication of'thewfhgortance that people ..
attribute to‘'an activity,;iS.the extent ‘to which they .
seek advice or assistance in the execution of that:

5 activity. Responslbllltleh wh!cmgprofe551onals consider
central to their work~ (say+ thelr*research) tend to be
discussed fairly oftepmwXth’ collea nd others who

. may provide fresh perspectlves and suggestlons‘ It is
recognized that factoks other than percelvedﬁlmportance
fhay influence the seeking .of advice,-sych-as the avail- ‘
abili Ly of appropriate advisors’, ocal raditions .
regarding instructional autonomngand risks associated
with acknowledging 2 need for-help.

Questidns ,on patternsaof "adv;ce seeklng" can also

prov1de some indditation’ ef the value teachers attach to

various potential "advice-providers." Table 11 presents
. thegfindings based on‘the responses of faculty members to
the uestioq, "How often qo you seek a551stance/adv1ce(on

) instruction) I‘lssues4and problems fgom the sourdes list-+
s . ed?"™ Data a not' presented according to professorial
rank or departmental affiliation, as the findimgs for
these groups do not depart 51qn1f1cant}y from the total
'ﬂpopulatlon values. ) ' ‘
- e - .

: { p :
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TABLE- 11
. “Seek Advice on Instructional PPoblems
° - &«
i ‘ . . -
Source Response Population Sourck®. 1 Response Population
- i S -
- ’ . ' 5
Faculty Freq3? ~442 Asst./Assoe. | Freq N
. Colleaques =~ Dean. for
. ] 11 Own DEpt. Occa -~ #51 Educaﬂog» _ Occa 2h)
. Never 7 < | Never #58
) L - s , -
\ Faculty Frag #12 Current Freq b
Colleagues S Students . .
Qutside Occa . #62 Occa - |[. #56
Dept. R
. . Never R #26 ‘LD Never 17
o«
Dept. Freq T Former Freg- n7
Cha'lrperson N | Students .t -
. Occa #47 Occa #56
L ‘ .
: Never . #38 ) Never #27
Educational Freg 1" The Freq . 33
Spec‘iaHst_i Literature .
, Occa #24 f’:/‘ Occa #8
Never #72 o, _Never #27
¢« S S
A » 4 ‘v\ T'J '
T Ryey: F‘req his source is turned to FRfQUESﬁ.Y :
Ocg This source is turned tO/OCCAStoNALLY . “ .
. ver = This source is NEVER tufned to. . -
~ B e, ~
Ty 31Fov‘ all percentages in this table the standarg e"rr"olr $s 4 or less.
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It -appears that a large majorlty of faculty memﬁers
do seek some-advice, - prlmarlly from departmental col-
leagues and current students.  |From the way the question
wa sked-it’ is not ‘possible to know what the prbportional
concerns oi'faculty are between instructional design and
subject' matter content in the'advice they seek. It may
be possible to infer that ‘they are more concerned with
congent than process since the primary advisors they

_ choose (departmental colleagues) are likely to be most
helpful in the content area, while those who are more oo

v likely to help with the instructional process (educational
specialists and deans for edwcation) are turned to .infre-
quently. The relative frequencies of contact with .

colleagues versus others may also- be a funetion of ease
~of access. : -~

¥

B. ggucational Issues

‘

People are not free to choose among optlons they
'do not know ‘exist. A central component of faculty devel-
opment is "consciousness ralslng" helpln faculty members
become aware of alternatives to accustom practlces SO
they can exercise a greater degree of coptrol in making
instructional decisions. The number of available alter-
natives has been growing.

. LN

W

During the past two decades there‘'has been consi-
derable actiwvity in the design and adoption of
instructional alternatives in medical education. The )
utilization of, and attitudes toward, these approaches ' -
provide a rough barometer of the movement of medical i
- education ‘'out of its traditional patterns and the extent
of the diffusion of various innovations. It can also
serve as a guide to areas that deserve 'special attention
in faculty development programs. / C
... , — .
Tables 12A-I present data basednon faculty indiga- : .
_glons of their use of, familiarity with angd 'views about,
a variety of contemporary educational 1ssaes\and instruc-
tional 1nnovatlons

oo

L e The range of responses enhances our confidence in
L their validity. .The estimates that #80% of all faculty
have used "Student evaluation of faculty," or #{1% have :
used the "Formulati&n of 1nstruct10nal objectives" might T »
. appear inflated, if there were not a large number of
|- faculty acknowledglng their lack of familiarity with such
| 1ssqes as "Criterion-referenced evaluatlon" (#75%) and

// . . . ) ' ' X .'.




"Formative evaluation (#80% Similarly, very little
negative expression toward Rost issues might be suspect, °
except that a substantial proportion of faculty (#49%) .
does express negative views area, the "Three-year
curriculum." This 1is consistent with the currently wide-
spread devaluing of such programs.

A brief comment should be made concerning the inter-
pretation of these data. The analytic methods used in
preparing this report do not permit'any conclusions about
"the connections between experience with an 1ssu
about 1t. It is notiknown, for example, if “those who
have used iftructional objectives are more or less 9051-
tlvely disposed toward them than those w have.
is, the -figures for" InVolvement" canno e tied
' for "Appropriateness/Value." There is, however, a strik-
ing pattern worth noting. 1In every instance, the
proportibn of those who are "Uncertain" about the wvalue
of an issue is larger than the proportlon of those who
are "Not Familiar" with an issue. It is suspected that-.
peeple who are unfamiliar with a topic may he with-
holding value judgments.

<
~

The following findings are felt to be particularly
~ noteworthy: ay

1. 1Instructional Objectives. (Table 12A) 1It is
a reasonable postulabe that two decades ago most U.S.
medical faculty had not heard the term "instructional
objectlves " _In dramatic contrast, now #83% know about
the }ssue, #61% have actually made some use of objectives,

~

’

»

TABLE 12A ¢
’\4qé£:Fctiona1 Objéétives
Total Appropriateness/ Total "
Invelvement Population . Value Population
USED ‘ 46132 POSITIVE ", 43
HEARD OF Y. NEGATIVE . 45
NOT FAMILIAR  #17 UNCERTAIN ‘ 422

1

4

g

[

&

d . -
3%or an2 percentages in Tables I2A-12I the stan-
dard errors are 1% .or less.

n That -
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© #73% are pdEitively‘disposed toward the idea, and only
$5% feel negatively about its value.33 fThese findings
are seen as an indication of the willingness of current -
medibal!faqﬁlty to consider new educational ideas.

2. Three-Year Curriculum. (Table 12B) Although

a quarter™®Y the faculty (¥26%) have had experience with

' a three-year medical curriculum and an additional half
(#51%) are familiar with '.the idea, only #11% are posi-
tively disposed toward it, and #49% have a negative
view of its appropriateness or value. These findings
reflect the ‘fact that while 26 U.S. medical schools
have experimented with the three-year curriculum during
the past decade, only 6 schools retain it as their
exclusive pattern, and 3 offer it as an alternative to

» their regqular 4-year program. Further, the idea is now
in dispute at most of these institutions.34

.
J TABLE 128

- Three-Year Curriculum

1 4

o Total \ Appropriateness/ — Total

Involvement Population . Value ' ‘Population
USED 426 . POSTTIVE m
HEARD or'; T 452 NEGATIVE 1 | #49
NOT FAMILIAR 22 UNCERTAIN - #40

¢ . R b' . N

+ 3. - Problem-Oriented Medical Record (POMR).

(Table -12C) Unlike the other issues being considered
here, the POMR was not borrowed from another- field, but
was developed within medicine, and its date of orjgin
33 . '\. . . .

$#40% of faculty include objectives in their de-
sign of a course segment in one of the problems in this
survey (Chapter VII). . « .

34

[

L}

AAMC,. "Three-Year Curriculum Study." 1In process.
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can be roughly identified. While the work on which 1t o
is based has a considerably longer history, two publi-
qatlons35 mark the approx1ﬁhte beginning of national
visibility for the idea as within the past decade. It

is impressive to find that #48% of faculty have now used
this, system, an additional. #30% ha some fam111ar1ty

with it, and only #22% are unfamilidar. This is an
additional confirmation that cyrrent faculty members .
are open to learning about anq/trying new ideas.

. - . /
TABLE 12¢

»

Problem-Oriented Medica] Record (POMR)

- ‘Total/ Appropriateness/ Total

3 Involvement ngu]a;jgn Value Population
" USED . ‘#48/ POSITIVE 450
HEARD OF .#30 NEGATIVE | 2.

NOT FAMILIAR /422 UNCERTAIN 438

/

4. special Curricular Features. (Table 12D) ’
{ In contrast™to Ahe 3-year curriculum which focuses on
¥ time not process, the three innovations discussed here
all refer to alterations in the way in which the medi--
cal curriculum is organized without regard tQ its
lerngth. The "Problém-based" Curriculum, in which the
springboard for’ student learning is problems %o be
solved rather than didactic presentations, is belng
- experlmented with at a small number of schools. "Verti- A/
cal integratior," which involves efforts: to find Wzays -
for the basic and clinical sciences to be learned .in -
direct relation to each other, rather than in vertical

’

35L L. Weed, "Medlcal Records That Guide and Teach "
New England J. of Med. 278: 593-599, §52-657, 1968 and
L.L. Weed, Medical Records, Medical Education, and !
Patient Care: THe Problem-Oriented Record as a Basic

EE ' Tool, Cleveland: Case WesEern Reserve University Press,
: 1969. ' - - :
. / . . ’ b

g
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sequence in separate years, is being tried in parts of
the programs at some schools. The "Competency-based"”
curriculum is probably the newest and least tried of the
major curricular modifications. It is an extension of
the thinking behind the use of instructional goals:

TABLE 12D ) .
Special/ﬁﬁ?riculér Features

"problem-Based Curriculum”

z

Total Appropriateness/ Total
Involvement ' ‘Populatian v Value - Population
‘ USED #14 POSITIVE #28
, HEARD OF St NEGATIVE | 49
NOT FAMILIAR #44 " ONCERTAIN \” #63
Jbertical Integration”
USED #9 POSITIVE #14
HEARD OF 425 NEGATIVE Y,
NOT FAMILIAR 465 UNCERTAIN #80
"Competency-based Curriculum"
T~ USED . #6,” POSITIVE #19
HEARD OF #29 NEGATIVE #o_
’ _NOT FAMILIAR #65 UNCERTAIN #77

— .
once the intended educational outcomes have been speci-
fied, the focus of students' effort is expe d to be on.
Acquiring the specified competencies, not oR ®¥imply
putting in a predetermined amount of time (say, 10 hours
per week, for 8 weeks) in a particular .giscipline. Fa¢-
ulty members.acknowledge-a low level of experience and .

. q .

(- -

-




- approaches. 36

small numbers express negative views.
-~ ’

5. Simulation. (Table E) The
for instruction has been commonplace
(e.g., in the U.S. space program, in
ian training of pilots) and has beén

. .
a fairly low level of familiarity with these

Encouragingly, their. predominant posture '
"+ is to withhold judgment, indicating uncertainty, and only

use of simulation
outside of medicine
military and civil-
used in a growing

number of ways in medical education. These uses range
from written forms, as in the "patient management prob-’
lems" incorporated into the National Board examinations
"and the six used to collect data in this survey; to
sophisticated technology, such as "Siq I," developed by
Denson and Abrahamson, and "Harvey" developed by Gordon;

TABLE 12E '

. Simulation E
Total Appropriateness/ ‘Total

Involvement Population Value Population
USED R . #25 POSITIVE ’ #48
HEARD OF #47 . NEGATIVE #1
NOT FAM}L#\R #28 UNCERTAIN .#45
N | \. :

fog the issues in item 8, below) whether the faculty

me s are unfamiliar with the terms used, but are
familiar with the concepts or programs that the terms |
represent. While that situation is podsible, it is not
likely; the terms used here are the technical labels
-attached to these issues throughout the literature of
medical and general education, so that it is improbable
that a person would be acquainted with an issue without

.

;':flt is reasonable to wonder for these %issues (as

v

-

. knowing the way it is referenced by those who write »

abaut it or do work in the area.
v ¢

8 . bt

*oe
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to live "programmed'patients.'f37 While #@5% of faculiy
have' used simulations, it is curious that as many as
#28% are unfamiliar with the idea, given the national
publicity that some of the more 8ramatic examples of
instructional simulation have received. Although nearly
half the facuylty (#45%) remain uncertain,. only #7% have

negative views and #48% are positively disposed toward:
.this dewelopment. R

<

" 6. Student ‘Evaluation of Faculty. (Table 12F)
It is striking that most faculty (#80%) have had experi-"
ence with the evaluation of faculty by students, ang
that #76% are positively disposed toward this idea.>9
It is likely that two decades ago many medical faculty .
would have resisted the notion of their teaching being
evaluated in any way, possibly asserting that ‘it would
be an infrimgement on their "academic freedom", and a

//ﬁéfr number would have begn offended at the possibility .

~"that students might be the evaluators.

A

While there are
no data to quantify the extent to which views have '

changed in the past 2 decades, it seems justifiable to
hypothesize that a substantial positive change-has ‘
occurred, and thay™the incrgasing cultural focus on
accountability has been a comtributing factof. In any
case, there is presently a climate -in which the design*

of regular programs of instructional evaluation seems
possible.

, - TABLE 12F ‘
Student Evatuation of Faculty T
. ‘ Total ) Appropriateness/ Tota{‘
Involvement Population ° ] Value ° Population
USED % Ly %50 ' POSITIVE 476
WEARD OF  © #18 NEGATIVE #ﬂ
NOT FAMILIAR #2 7 UNCERTAIN #16

: ’I

374.s. Barrow, Simulated Patients, S!?ingfieid, Ma.:
C2«G. Thomas Publisherss, 1971. N - .

e

. : e <

381n,their design of a cQurse segment, in a problem
wsed in this survey, #49% of facuﬁar arrange fqQr students
to evaluate, faculty (Chapter VII). ; :
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7. Course Entry Evaluation. .(Table 12G) While
not -new in the field of education generally, it is only
in the past decade.that ‘there has been much discussion
of determlnlng the students' levels of competency by
pretd%tlng rior to their beginnipg an’ instructional
program in medical’ education. Although a third of the”
faculty (#34%) have experience with this. practice, we
do not know how often they use it.39 That a majority
{#52%), are positively dlsposed toward it suggests that
faculty development efforts could lead to its wider use..

’ o

TABLE 126G :

Course Entry Eva]ua£1on

Tota] Approprzatqness/ Total
Involvement ey Population N ) Va]qe ’ Popu]atjon .
USED . i POSITIVE "2’
H@ oF Ty NEGATIVE , 47
NOT FAMILIAR 19 _ UNCERTAIN #40

8. Approaches in Evaluation. (Table 12H) Two
approaches to evaluation, "Formative" and "Criterion-
referenced" evaluation, are discussed together here
bgcause they are companlon issues and the findings are
parallel. "Formative" evaluation refers to the process

-of continuous monitoring of a program in order to.guide

mid-course corrections, and is typlcally counterposed

to "Summative" evaluation, the process of determining

outcomes that permits concludiny or certifying decisions

to be made. -Only "Formative" evaluztlon was asked about
i

as an index of faculty familiarity with this way of g
conceptualizing evaluation.
if '
f

3'S)’.[‘hn.r:ty three percent ($33%) of faculty choose - to°
include’ pretestlng in their-design of the segment of a
course in one of the problems ufed in this survey .(Chap-
ter VIE). , . . -

?
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"Criterion-referenced" evaluation may be contrasted | !
to "norm-referenced" evaluation. 40 The' first .compares
each student's performance to a set of defined standards

Y . or "criteria", while the second is baﬁsﬁ on students ’ .
- being compared to each other or to soffe other group of - °
a students. ) ,
v ¢

b

Both formative and criterion—reférenced e%aluation
are departures from donventional practice. -Th y are,
however, backed by a considerable body of rese¢frch and
experience outside of medic¢cine, and some within medical
education. Faculty expiiience and familiarigy with

v _ these. concepts are low. However, as there is mainly"
a posture of uncertainty (#90% and #84%) and’litth
negativity (#2%), these woiudd seem to be important/areas ‘
of focus for future faculty development promngliy/ ‘ -

. TABLE 12H

Approaches to Evaduation , 7 -
) "Tomthg” ' v
- e ‘ - Total = Appropriateness/ Total B toe
Involvement Population Value ) Population T
© ' LUSED : #5 . POSITIVE e 8
. o - ' R .. A .
N HEARD OF : B NEGATIVE < - = 42° . = . /
NOT FAMILIAR . #80 " UNCERTAIN ‘ #90- ° A
, . B - . —~ .
“Criterion-Referenced" ., . . "
. Pl s . ’b
' USED oo #8 7. ¢ POSITIVE #14
- R Y . a
HEARD OF Y #17 _ 7. NEGATIVE © - . #2 _
NOT FAMILIAR  #75 7' UNCERTAIN - 84 X . a
s ia t ! . . '\ .
s, . ¥ : . SO
. It is assumed that most faculty«members are not
familiar with domain-referenced evaluation,an even newer;
notion. Co : ' .
] ) 4lgee footnote 36, -p. 38. .. & ‘ _ B L‘f;
> - .
' :
’ ‘ 41
-~ r’ "
’ ' Y J . AN .




st
.o
~
-

.
¢ RSN L .

2 4 . - '

. “‘ - . . e ‘.’ - ”Q‘g.
% 4 9. ~ Pedr Review/Quality Assuranceh .(Table 12I).’

For many clinicians they are technical te¥ms, referring
- to legislatively mandated programs for monitoring aspects

", of patidnt care.’ At the 'same time, these words hive - -

their own meanings, ‘which ,could pertain te any situation,
not necessarily clinical. Indeed, these nvotions have
. .been {iscussed, in thelliterature in reference to he .
, instructional- process. There is no way '6f knowing whigh
' espondents had in mind when expressing
ch the findings in Table 12I are based. .
) conclude is that tpege concepts are
familjar to 47%3-of faculty, the m@ority (4#56%) are
« positively disposed to the idea, angd, very few (#6%)
feel negatively. - ; e .
. \v’,_ . ‘;‘ , - .. ~
e .
_ "W sLe 121 |

- : Peer Review/Quality Assurance. ’

£4d

(S

.‘q

- . T ] Total: 7 Apﬁ*opriateneés/v © Total
Involvement - Populatioh Value, " 5 Population

USED LT - . #3%c pOSITIVE - #56
HEARD OF . Y #7  NEGATIVE .. #6
v . . . .
N P - e . ) . ) . .
“’, NOT FAMILIAR "~ -421  UNCERTAIN . - #39
tjr" ‘_ - ] ".i . < t

¢

“ ‘ / ‘-: ..

T, . e . I T
- T . .
. GONCLUSIbNS . - SRR

e thié Chapter’ has presented'é variety of féndings
~about who serves'as full®time faculty in/U.S. medical
+ the preparation they have had—for thelr teach- .

f. . . S:chooﬁ a
- . ing re&popsibilities, the settings in which they teach,

‘. . »y

the instruetional methods they use, how they seek assis-

tance, and their familiarity. with, and attitudes toward,
* +' several contemporary issues in medical education. «From

all ofjthis it.can be cencluded that facubty members: in

gene ~-have had minimal preparation’ fos their gyork ¢ms

_instfudibrs, tend to follow fairly conventiongiifatterns
‘ in their. teaching, and have-had little experie with .
7 .most.of the new developments in medical educatfon. It

° LI
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These terms are subject to mo®e than one interpxet tion,
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. would be reasonable to’expect -these c rcumstances to be
reflected in-the way medical teachers approaqh and solve
1nstructlbna1'proplems.. This is precisely what is found
. in theiY responses to the written 51mulat10ns, presented
ﬁu;ln the%next e;x qhapters. - .
e ~
o 1’ . ThE'encourangg flndlng presenged in this Chabpter. is
: the largely posmtlve -attitude of faculty to many of the
neWestffegtures of medical ‘education. An important com-, -
ﬁllmentary dlng*ls the small mummbers of faculty who
express, neqg {ive views about these innovative issues. ..
This is consYstent 'with indications of faculty openness:
to Iearnfhg more about‘aspects of instruction, reported .
% "7 in Chapter IX. - ‘ / s
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PLEASE NOTE ‘a " . - @§

! IN THE FOLLOWING SIX CHAPTERS, THE DISCUSSIDNS
. OF FINDINGS FROM THE SIMULATIONS WILL BE BEST
. i .

UNDERSTOOD IF THE ROUTES IDENTIFIED ARE TRACED ON
THE FLOW CHART PROVIDED AS A FOLDOUT AT THE END OF

&J' N "h\\(r >

EACH CHAPTER"THE NARRATIVE CAN’BE DIFFICULT TO
@ FOLLOW BECAUSE OF THE BRRNCHING NATURE OF THE

.SIMUIPKTIONS. RES&)NDENT GROUPS BECOME DIVIDED

rd

‘* INTQ SUBGROUPS THAT ARE FURTHER SUBDIVIDED AS THEY

v -

¢ Py
PROGRESS THROUGH THE AVAILABLE ROUTES i
.YOU ARE REMINDED THAT A PERCENTAGE%CEDED BY

. '#" IS AN ESTIMATED: PROPORTION OF ALL- FACULTY.

'PERCEN‘TAGES WITHBOUT THEJ "#" ARE PROPORTIONS OF THE

GROUP UNDER DISCUSSIEN. WHENEVER NECESSARY .FOR

. 4 .

CLARITY 'BOTH PERCENTAGES ARE PROVIDED.

*




III. CLINICAL SUPERVISION

INTRODUCTION = -
- = ~v. [
The supérvision of individuals or small groups of
students in the clinical’setting represents a substantial
. portlon of the total instructional effort in medical
Qls. From She responses\§ he survey, it is esti--
mated that #61% of medical 3ehool faculty members serve
at least occasionally as clinical supervisors. As will
be seen with each of the other instMictional activities
described in ‘the Report, the amount of preparat&an that
teachers.have had for*this responsibility is small; only
#15% of faculty 'have attended any.workshops or other
" training seSsions on ckinical supervision. ©Of those who
did have sucn preparation, 87% found the experlence valu-_
able. .
‘ ‘ o 4 .
Flfty-elght‘percent (#58%) of faculty express an "
- _ interest in rece1v1ng printed information that would
' help them improve their work in this area, ahd #22% are
intefested in attending a workshop on-the topic. This
leve]l of i¥nterest has entouraging implications for
futu activities in faculty development, as will be’
. discussed in Chapter IX. : ’

The written s1mulat10n that prov1ded the data
reported in the chapter was distributed dlfferently from
the other*five simulations used in the survey. Rather
than being sent to a sample representing all 28,393
medical school faculty members who hdve undergraduate ¥
teaching responsi#pilities, it went only to a sample drawn
from the 19,307 members of clinical departments: SevZnty—
six percent (#76%) of the clinical faculty mre estimated

, to.consider their responses to this simulation reflectlve
of the way.they manage problems they actualIy face aq -
teacMers. Further, #90% believe that medical school ,
clinical faculty members should be able to manage the
the problems presented

I . &%
‘ X

s

’

[y ¢ ) /
42psr a' discussion pf ® percentage symbols in inis
report, see Chapter I, pages 9 --10.
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PAFulText provided by ERIC
N L)

.
. N 3

" KEY FEATURES OF THE SIMULATION

The primary purposes.of this simulation are to
examine the ‘way clinical faculty members: . .

" A. percéive their responsibilities as clinical
supervisors (e.g., how available to be to the student,
whether to directly observe the student's work);

'B. view the procass of cllnlcaI\idgzzhctlon (e.qg.,
the importance of determlnlng the student's background,
establishing a relatlonshlp, communicating expectatlons)

C. relate and provide feedback to students in the
clinical setting (e.g., critical, supportive, harsh).

© ‘The pfoblem situation is definegras follows, in the
. simulakion's opening scene: N .

. .
. -

- e -

* - e - -

Youare a chmical preceptor respons:bl:?obr superwsing medical stugents toward the end of
thaur introdurton to Gunical Medicine course just prior to beginning thetr first chinical clerkship
. intvs ~qurse 'nay hawe s far had generat instruction 'n the conduct of higtory taking and physica!

examindtion This morming you with work with Jim Scott who wili be going his hrst cogplcte new:
. pateent aorkup The Other day you heard 3 passing comment from another facuity member that thig

’ student .s something of a dud  Your *isks today are to evaluite his performance to gne him .

b ) feedvic< and to arrange whatever follow-up instructon you feel is,apprgpriate 115 900 am and
white the student & scheduled trom ™-12 you can use as much or as hitle of the morning as you
wish You do ~ant to hind up to an hour to complete a project report that s due by noon You and

s'm greet each otheland begin to pian the mormings activites
.

’

You would now (CHOOSE ONLY ONE)

Al Telt Jim to g.oahead and examine the-pa-

tent and 1o come 10 your office when he
1s ready tp report his tindings You-explajn
that you thik that one hour sheuld de alt

the time he will need

v

A2

Tetl dim to go ahead and examine the pa-

-ttegt and o call you it he runs into any ..

problems You expiain that you think one

hour should be all the time he wall need .o P
) * N

A3 Ask Jim t he has any questions betore ke

begins the workup . , .

2 -
rd
. . .
A4 Engage Jim in 3 discussion of his prior \ ‘ o

exper ences th fhys course .

A5 Ask Jim ‘o begin the workup explaining
that you widi sit 1n and observe what he *
does . .

. v
. . [ 4




" - The- following are the key featyres of the fituation

that faces the ,respondent. .

s 1. ThlS is the student s first complete new—patlent
workup, which suggests that it may be a_difficult and‘a
critical experience for the stiddent, and that the super-
visory responsibility is different from that requlred for
an experlenced student.

.- - .2. .While it 1s not possible to know the meaning of
,\\tne ohservatlon that the student is Msomething of a duq‘”
< it can reasonably be taken as a signal that some extra
, superv1sory attention may be desirable.{ In particular,
it would seem more than usually necess that the '
teacher's expectations be made clear, so the student can.
know where ‘to-direct his efforts, as a basis for a fair
,and accutate assessment of his. capabllltles.

, +« 3. The "sgmethlng of a dug" observatlon may also
suggest, that the student may be more uncomfortable thant
"most begihning students in the clinical situation. This

- "would make it even more 1mportant to determine thls stu--

dént's sense of readiness for the mornlng 'S assignment.:

A skifflful teacher uses,such information to focus on the

kind of help which the student moest needs.

4. The need for -an hour to complete a report is
-introduced as- a probe to discover the respondent's com-
mitment to the task of clipjcal supervision. On one .
hand, in real llfe,.other'ggligations do intrude on
scheduled teaching time. On the other hand, 1t can be
asserted that a teacher's first obllgatlon is' to a
scheduled student, much as a cllnlc;an s first obliga-
tion is to a scheduled patient. Asiwill beé seen later,
the additional complication‘of a telephone interruption
is also introduced to gather information en the.respoh-
. dent's judgment of the relative prlorlty of the

instructional respon31b111ty

.

- ’ - -

5. The supervisor's tasks are to évaluate the stu-

dent, provide .feedback, and arrange for appropriate

follow-up instruction. -

- - \ ’ ‘.
° - . A}
- © k4 . ‘

, {49 .




. . .
N, . ’ . b N .
r\# T A : o
‘ . - [N}
. .
o A3 - » »
. M » ’ - ,
‘ . | - 3§ 1
~ L . |

MOST COMMON, ES (See Figure 343) _ |

RN

., *
L]

- [ » .

o - : N
A. Determining Student's Background/Establishing e
a Relationship e

« ) Before the student begins the workup, most faculty -
e members (#58%) engage him jn a discussion,‘sither by .
* asking if he has any questions (#37%) (A3)4% or by
e, reviewing his prior e®Beriences (#21%) (A4). The remain- ° .
Q /ing #40% have the student begin the patient workup .
' ‘ immediately, although 65% of them (#2€%) do accompany . ) L
the student (A5) with the intention of- observing thk full
workup., The other 35% (#14%) haye the student begin the :
workup immediately, on his .own, without discussion of T
any kind. Seventy-nine percent of this group (#11%) '
N invité the student to ¢a¥l if he has any problems (A2), .
but 21% (#3%) simply explain that he is 'to come and L 1
. * report his findings when done .(Al). 'They either have
4 ’ no intention of being available during the studemt's
‘ workup or assume the student will know to call if he . |
- has-probléms. ‘. : Co ' ‘
- . ;- * ’: B - . , +
?(Theréaére some differences in subsequent behaviors' . |
between those who invite the student's questions (Sec-
~ tion E). and those who pursue gdiscussion of his prior \
v experiences (C). Of those faculty members who invite |
questions, 63% (#24%) have the student begin the workup |
without & discussion of the teacher's expectations (El + i
E3 + E4). Of those faculty who review the student's
. prfor experiences, 48% (#10%) (C3 + C5 + 04) have the
*  student go ahead with ‘the workup without reviewing the |
expectations. There is a further difference between .
those two' groups; among the teachers who invite questions :
34% (#13%) have«the,stuéént do thé workup on his. own l
.(E1l, E3), while only ‘5% (#1%) of those who review expec-

-

tations leave the student on his own (C5). . e
—~ ' . ‘ , <
. " ’ ‘
43

“The overall flow-chart of the'simulation-is;a ~ .
; ' f51d-out found at the end of the chapter. ‘ J

447he capital letters refer to sections of the '
. simaulation, the numbers to options in the sections on ° l
the flow-~chart. '
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V' "B.: gemmunication of Expectétions

v \
Only #24% of. clinical faeult} members share their '
expectationg for the morning's work with the student. :
The speclfic expectations that the respondent is asked -
to conkider are’ listed in the excerpt frém the sigulation

below. Of' those respondents who do communicate expec-

tatlons, the proportion selecting each €® the 10 ‘'items Ry =
is indicated under the column, "Would Include." . £
¢
o ummﬁmdmu o . ’
‘R1. His method of asking questions. T 97%(#24%) -7
) ~R2. His elicitation of the “Chief Complaint” 96%(#24%) i
and “H|stgry of Present lliness.” - al
) , R3. His conduct of the review of systems, .91%(#23%)
R4. His approach\K the sacial and family 9% (#23%) ) .
histor . . . .
y ) ' v N
° RS5. His mental status exam. ' ; ) 80%(#20%) “ !
. e .
, . R6. His technique of palpation. ' - 85%(#21%)
R7: H|stech';iqueofauscultation. _ 85%(#21%) . .
R8. H|stechn|queof%|iciting reflexes. ’ ° ‘ - (#*20 )
R9. His method of giving instructions. ° & - ’32%(#20%)‘ "
R10. His diagnostic formulatith, . - 35%( 21%)

N . ¢
i

Very little selectivity is exerc1sed in cheoosing
‘ among the 10 possible areas for the mornlng workup,
despité the fact that this student _is in the earliest
stages of learning clinical work.%3 While it is

-

e S

-—— e ']
451t is possible’that some respondents assumed that
. this- list was a duplicate of the' "outline of a complete
an\ . . workup" that the student reports having .been given aarlier \;.
’in the course. These respondents may have automatlcally -
decided that all elements should be included.

-

1 | , l ,62
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reasonable to-expect aibeginning student to undertake the
basics of the history and the physical examination (items
Rl-- 4, 6 - 8, above), it is surprising that so many
teachers also expect such advanced skills as giving
instructlons and-formulating a diagnosis (R9 and 10).
Nonetheless, ‘the student does at least have the benefit
of knowing in advamfe~what 'is expected, even if it is 7
beyond his current capabilities. As will be seen in the-
next section, thexe are ihstances in which some€ faculty
members evaluate the student in areas that he was told
would not be expected. Also, those faculty who do not
explain their expectatipns at all still evaluate the ‘
student on virtually the same range of competencies as
those who do convey their expectations.

-

c. Relatlonshlp of ~Expectations to‘Observatlons
The essence of the process of supervision involves
three steps: observing student performance,,for the
athering of evaluative information, as'a basis_for
providing the student helpful feedback. A.desirable °
prior step is conveying e ctations to the student, so
s/he can focus on thosé'Tégte that -are regarded as
important at this timeé by thif teacher. It is reasonable .
to expect clinic@Y—supervisors to excercise discretion in
their expectations and observatjons, according to the
goals ‘of the program and the level of readiness .of the
student. In,the supervisery problem of this simulation,
most faculty members observe most components of the
patient workup, exercising discretion only updex a few
circumstances; Sbles 13 and 14). Some faculty members
ent off to begin the workup on his own
and ]Oln him og only the last 20 minutes, apparently
recognize Ehat they would have midsed the early moments
of history taking (R2, R3, R4). Even so, there are 45%
of each of the two sub-groups of faculty- (#14%) (those
that did and those that.did not explain their expecta-
tions) who do evaluate the elicitatidn of the "chief
complaint” and "history of presentpzillness" (R2)--which
invariably occur in the first few minutés of a patient
workup, which they had missed. ‘

In addition, it..is interesting to note that 96% of
those who ‘convey their expectations (Table 13), indicate
an interest in item R2 (elicitation of "Chief Complaint -
and History of Present.Illness"); yet, 100% (#14%) of
those within this group wﬁb miss the first ten minutes
of the workup (in response to the telephone interruption”
- Section M) still evaluate the student on this Sklll

~




t . \
TABLE 13
EXPECTATIONS AND OBSERVATIONS (#24%) ‘
{ . Components ‘ =
of the .
Workup: _ R146 R2 R3 R4 f5 R6 R7 R8_ R9 .RI1O
Conveyed Expectatfons: 21?7 96 2;' 91 80 85 85 81 89 85
Observe: Last 20 mins, SR . _ .
(#7%) 97 4548 59 62 83 83 83 83 76
" Miss 1st 10 . . . K Co
mins. .(#14%)  ,100 100 91 100 97 100,100 9100 64 »
" s Full workup ' . ‘
(#3%) 100 90 96 93 91 91 91 91 88 91 :
. e . o - \ Vol e
\\
TABLE 14 . .
-~ - ‘ N
OBSERVATIONS H}THOUT HI‘\)IING CONVEYED EXPECTATIONS (#71%) ' ‘
" Components
of the 46' . '
. . MWorkup: R1I""R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 RIO
- L 3
Obgerve 1a%t 20 mins.’ ' )
. (#25%) 10047 45 36 36”2}\-88 82 82 88 79 .
Miss 1st 10 mins. . - {
(#30%) 100 100 100 95 91 95 95 95. 95791 .
Full workup (#16%) , 100 92 9292 95 97 92 92 90 85
< - - -
. 46See page .62 for the llst of workup components
#’Each number in this Table is a percentage of the d
' subgroup ‘of faculty that pursued the partlcular/ tion
listed (such as R1l) under® the conditions specifi€d: (such

-as observxng the full workup, after having conveyed
,expectations, in Table €3, or without having conveyed )

expectatlons, in Table 14).

53
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even though it was undoubtedly applied while the instruc-
tor was out of the room.

There are a few remaining general observations on .
the way faculty members respond to the issues of commu-
nig¢ating expectations to a student and observing the

. 'student's work. While only #24% of faculty members com-
. municate their expectations to the studen®, fully 95% of
’ faculty members do undertake to observe at leaSt~part of
the workup. It seems clear that most clinical faculty
members are persuaded that they showuld directly witness
the student in action, at least during the early stage of

. . o .
&linical 1nstruct19n. -

Y

+ D. Commitment to Full Observation
LY
) It can he seen in Figure 3, section F that #64%._of
e faculty set out to observe the full workup by the student.
As a small challenge to the teacher's level of commitment
to this, a complication is introduced; just after the
introduction to the patient, the instructor isy paged and
finds that s/he must step out for five or ten minutes for
an emergency call. At this point in the simulation, the
respondent is given a choice between asking the student
- to wait or to begin the workup (saying that .s/he will be
back as soon as possible). Thirty percent of those faced
with this choice (#193) elect to have the workup delayed
so-that no part-will.go unobserved. The other 70% (#45%)
choose to miss the first ten minutes of the workup.
, 8
o E. Managing the Introduction

. " Those respondents who intend to witness the full
4 workup accompany the student to the examining room where
' they are faced with a‘'choice, between introducing them-
selves and the stude 0 the patient or inviting the
student to. proceed, hing to see how the student
introduces himself and the instructor to the patient.
By waiting, the .teacher gains an additional opportunity
to provide helpflul feedback. The point of requiring the
decision on the introduction is to determine 'if the
respondent recognizes this instructionalNpotential in the
student-patient encounter. Of the #64% of faculty faced
with this choice, 59%°.(#38%) manage the introduction
themselves. While selecting this option seems to reflect
a lack of '‘awgreness of the instructional potential of the
situation, it could reflect a concern for the patient's
welfare. The instructor may feel that the initial
introductiﬂn requires a sensitivity that they alone can

: | .
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- L, F. Feedback to the. Student d R f) .
- - .«
N ‘ , Thé‘condludiné’stqg”%n thfgksxmulation“s problem  , - *

is the "wrap up" feedbadk that the instructor provides-.
to the student. (Section N, beléw.) The #3%40f faculty
who never observe the student dlréctly during the patient
encounter all select feedback. which dees not criticize :
. any aspect of the student!s. work, is generally support-
ive, and provides for no follow-up. Almost aX¥l the
- Yemaining faculty are somekhat critical of the student s

, performance, ‘but in a way that is supportive, .not hatsh,
Eighty-nine percent of thls\group (#86%) provide feed-
back which includes a constructive effort . to prov1de ‘

follow-up instruction. Only 9% (#9%) -are critidal of
the student's perforﬁénce i \a harsh or .intimidating
way. Their arrangements £ follow—up are perfunctoryﬂir

. . \ .
)
e
At the compietion of the workup you ask Jim to summanxe his findings angd views He indicates he s
‘glad its over and that she was a difficuit ‘patient He\then gives a fairly systematic 1f mecnan-
ical review of his indings On the basis of the informatian you now have you teil him (CHOOSE
ONLY ONE). ‘\- -

1
. N1 That he g performing at a reasonable
level given his stage of training and that i° . )
with more experience he should continue \
to progress satistactorly No immediate i
follow-up seems necessary ‘«

N2 That\you were impressed with his thor- .
oughness rie dd a nice physical exam, t \
" 15 clearty trying hard, and if he 1s a hitle
more unders:anding with patients, he
should become a good €hinician No im-' % t
mediate {ofiow-up seems necessary -

P N3 That you rad heard he wasn't doifg well
@ the cinical area and you have httle
basis for changing that view. He i1s me-
chanical and rather insensitive and had
better make an effort to improve in the -
future You advise him to seek heip

N4 That you were satisfiéd with how he man-
agéd parts of the physical and parts pf
the history But béfore he can get'to be a
good chimi¢ian there are sorhe 1ssues thar AN
need attention You provide some specific ' 3
suggestions and conclude by scheduling \
an appointment for another meeting v ‘. A

NS That if you are to be helpful, you've got * . .
to come nght 1o the poynt and say that he )
really treated that patient quite badly He -
was tnsensitive and harsh at times, and .
must be quite Insecure 1o be arguing with . |
apatient the way hfidid You ask-how you - ’
R can heip with these problems - - .

v

ERIC - . = R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ' . . .
. .
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. Nearly ali faculty (#85%) select the feedback state-
ment which is most closely related to the student's
actual performance, approprlately supportive, and linked

_to follow-up. This is the preferred choice. However,

- . many fac¢ulty members arrive there with limited primary ’,
data about the student's actual capabllltles (#32% wit-
nesséd’ only, the-last 26 minutes). In additiogy #75% do '-

.-not convey their expectations t¥ the.student.. While N4 | ° .
is the preferred feeflback ch01ce, it can be (and was). -
selected for incomplete or even 1ncorrect reasons. ,If

) we impose the stipulation that feedback, to be meaning-

P T ful, should be based on previously' conveyed expectations - ‘5

.and on observation of most -of the student's pe;formance,

we find that only #16% of faculty‘undertake the approprl-
ate sequence of steps that culminates in- the prov1sron
of the preferred feedback to the student. ) : .

E

. . v ¢
OPTIMAL ROUTE (See Figure 2) = . .

. - The recommended routés through this simulation are o
*  shown with darkened lines in Figure 2. The rationales ‘
for the choices have been discussed in the review of the N
most commonly selected routes, but are repeated here .
' briefly as a summary of the issues contained in this ., ‘
’ . * simulation. . : - S
. Options A3 (encouraglng student questions) or A4
(e&plorlng the student's prior experiences) are preferred
. over the others in Sectien A; they provide an opportunity
for the teacher and student to begin to know each other,
establishing a basis for their subsequent commuynications.
_ . Those who select A4 have the possibility (C2) of discov- N
. ering whether he had previously run into any.problems .
’ with patiepts. This is a reasonable indquiry to make  to
any student, but especially this one, considering the
faculty comment that this stident is.-"something of a
dud."

~

— »

Whegher the route followed is through A3 or A4, the ‘
optimal next steps, elther direttly v1a;E2 or C4, or , ) Yy
ipdirectly through CZ to 05, include ‘an explanatlon by ‘
. the teacher of hls/her expectaﬁlons for the student's .

work. ThlS gjounts to. sharing the objectlves of the ) .

. morning's ifistruction with the student.’ Without them ' .
' the student is at a disadvantage, He can only guess -at

whether some aspects of a total workup can be dlsregarded .

leaving him free to concentrate on fundamentals, or

whether this teacher s expectatlons ;are concordent with
. 7

- -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FIGURE 2: "PARTIAL OPTIMAL*" ROUTE FOR CLINIGAL SWPERVISION SIMULATIO& . ‘ N -

)

*The choices 1n Sections F and M are not 1m:luded in the statistics calculated for the "Partial Optimal"
Route, as explained further m the text.
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. two prob%emd’are introduced erst, ‘the respondent is

- -Ymdnded- that the start of the workup. Be delayed so that .

mbo few faculty selected the. combination of Noth theSe

"the other chogees in this route woﬁld not -have been

thosé of former teashers. Twenty ~three percent 42 3%)
of fatulty membe¥®s select one of. the optimal rou gs i
that leads to the conveylng o! thedr expectatlons

After explaining their . expectatlons, 1nstructors !
should choose to.observe the engire worfkup (R 13) ‘to be
able to gather first-hand information on all aspects o
the,student s perfexrmance. Direct observation is impo
tant because studert may not Re aware his/her own.K ” 7
difficultiesgi!d, consequently, will be ufiable to repoﬁt’ . S
to thé instructor that .the problem eﬁlsts. Por example, ‘

a student whose belilgerance has antagonized ] patlent - ¥ ' -
may report tne patient as antagon%stic, “but 1s,unr1ke1y | 4 Ve
to recognlze hls/her own- contrlbutlon to. the,s1tuatlon. '
Apparently,~q9st faculty members agree with this princi- .
ple; through various routes (R 13; E4, €3, A5) #64% of AU |
cllnLcal fagulty undertake to.sit in on the entlre-work— ) ] r
up (Figure» 3) although only #23% get*® there by one of the’ - -
recommended roptes. o % . g

o .
-» - -

}‘ e
Before ehg” wtudent be91ns tervmew1ng the patlent,' 4

asked to-decide if 's/he will hahdle.the introductions or '
wait and see what (and hoWw) the, student does The recom-, ° ! N
mended approach is that the teacher walt, as this prov1des t’

a valuable 1nstruct1on!1/superv1sory opportunlty Whatever

the student does,zor_poes not-do, can later be used for . )
reinforcement- or construct':Lve critfque. ' The seco*prob- D S
lem is an emergency call for the instxuctgr. The"elay
1‘LexpectEd to last lgss than' 10- m1nute§?Q ItYs recom-," ‘| ’ -

e instructor will not mies the ope ing parts of the
tudent-patient. exchange, ich are’ ften crucial in .
tegmining thé quality of much thdt fo;lows. Of the . .
$#23% of faculty #ho take a .recommended roOute o Sectiem. R, -
69% ($16%) undértake to do a full observation. However, y .
only 25% (#6%) have the‘student manage the: introductions e ’
%Fz), and o y 12% {#3%) delay the’ wgrkhp whlie they - - '
respond teo thenemergency call (Ml)g’ ’
) /

&

)
K ' ’ 4. A M

- d L}

” g . - R M o '
48The ch01ces at F2° and Ml were not ;ncluded i the o
.calculations oﬁ,the’proportlons ofafaculty pursuing ‘the:

. #Woptimal route’>-herce the desigration “partial optimal. o
preferred choices (;ess ‘than #1%) that the findings on

meanlngful

v ‘- . - .
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.
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The faghl step in ghe Optimal route is the provision - )
of feedback Yo the studen While nearly everyone (#86%) @
‘select recommended chilce, N4 {Figurea3), only #16% '
(69% .those who pursue t "partial optlm 1" route in
- Figure 2) arrive at that option on th
L appropriate background steps. |

. . : . . s
' {,—-’i : CONCLU‘SIéNS I Y SO .
. ) . The j%gerv1s1on of medical students in.the c11n1ca1
o, settlng involves a substantial proportion of faculty ef-
C fort, indeed, it may be the most expensive component of
* . " ‘the teaching program in medical schools. It is the .
=~ ' dominant instructional method for\at least half of most S
‘ programs and is conducted on a ‘P~to-1 or very small group
' *basis. =~ The findings of this survey suggest that there is B
LNT} ccns;de“able room for 1mprovement in the way cllnlcal .

[

supervision i; done. o , » .
: o ' ) - |
® . ‘ 2 . <
A., The Prlmaty Areas of Concern , -
c. * \

1. A fawy number of clinical teachers (#408) « "

" dp ot have a discussion yith a new student before the

patient woxkup beglns. ) s . , ’

. ‘ s

°~\’£:)-, ‘ ‘2. More than three quarters of "clinical’~ ‘

o teachers (#76%) do not convey their expectations 'fqr . :
the instructional experience to the student.

- . .
. . . 3. .-Few teachers seem to exercise dlscr ina
tion i.nﬁettlng .expectations. ‘ <
4. From items (2) and (3) above‘.t may be rea- \

sonable to infer that most clinical teachlng is anducted T
- spontaneously, without much,s4if any, planning prioy to ' .
the" student's involvement in clinical tasks or the . S
. 1nstructor s review of the* student s work. ) - .
¥ ' . \
5. Less than‘half (41%) of those faced with a -
choice of who manages, ‘the ihtroductions with a new patient
permit the student fo do it (#26%). This suggests that
many cl¥nical faculty are not extracting the full instruc-
tlonal potential "from . the supe$v1sory situataon. e

.

-

. . 6. Less than one- thlrd (31%) of those faced with -
c an ‘interruption‘ask the student to delady- the start of the .

-

, (i ,
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’workﬁp (#19%). It would seem that'fiany clinical faculty
do not fully dppreciate the 1mportance of the first few
« Mminukes of a clinical encbunter ;n .setting the stage for

. ’ much of what follows. . . ] .
- ~ v ’ ‘ \. \
- . B. Encoutgg;ng,Flndings -
- 1. Most clinica? faculty (#93}) when serving as
©. 2@ supervisor, seem to understand-the’Importance of dlrect ‘.. . A
Qbservation of student performance! - - .- 4
v ) S : ' :
2 . \ 2. Most clinical faculty LﬁSB%) have sufficient
interest in improving -their skills as superv1sors to want ~,

written materlal on the subject.

. 3./ A reasonable number of cllnlcal faculty (#22%)
have a faixly high interest in improving their supervisory -

skills, as N\pdicated by their stated readiness to attend AN ‘.
a workshop ¢on ‘the subject. .
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. DESCRIPTION' OF OPTIONS ,, R SECTION R "
. ! R . - - a [ 4
N . v (o . *
- . ’ F 3 - .
1 Question Asking ) . A. Include 23, .
L, ’ c. " B. Not Tnclydg |. 1* ¢
' "\ {. . v . p ’ ’
) 2. "Chief Complaint” § Present Illness _ A.- 'Inclu‘c‘}e ) 23 ’
B . ‘B’ Not. Include - 1 A
o, ) , ( N a ) : -
2 Review of Systems < 2 ‘A. - Include 22 R
. ’ - . ’ B. Not Include 2 ' )
R . ¥ 4 ) . . o \
4 -~ Socral & Tami History Al ,Ir.lc?lude { 22 .
. . ’ ' ! B. Not Ipclude Y: . - .
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’ 2 . ' B. Not TMclude 3
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- TQTAL POPULATION . ) -, ,
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1  Question' Asking Lt 31 19 45 &= v
4 ‘\ y " . L , ‘ . . .
: 2 "Chief Complaint" & Present Il¥ness 14 19 40 ,
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. ZTABLE 17 ° h
Standard Errors for the “Clinical Supervision” Simulation
.
: OPTION  STANDARD ERROR * OPTION  STANDARD ERROR
. Al 1 : . 01 0
K | A2 ‘2, . . ' 02 .0
A3 3 03 0
a4 _ 3~ 04 1
. a5 2 . 05 1
. . 81 1 Pl -2
B2 A 1 . . . P2 . 2
B3.. 2 P3 2
a o ‘ P4 2
c2 2. PS5 2
C3 - 1 P6 : 2
c4 2. p7e 2
. c5 1 v P8 2
\ D1 2 . P9 2
02 ] * P10 2
03 1 . R1A 3
. - B 2 RIB 0
’ £2 2 R2a 3
~ £3 . 1 t e, ]
. ; )N £4 . 2 - \zaA .3
Fl 3 38 1
] F2 3 P R4A . 3 .
’ GJ . 3 R48 |
G2 2 R5A . 2
- 63 2 RS 1
G4 2 ‘ R6A * 3
G5 2 - R68 .o
. 6 2 . R7A 3
Lo 67 2 . e 7 e
68 2 R8A 2
69 » 2 R88 1
. 610 2 RIA 3
~ - A 1 R98 ]
H2 2 R10A 3
' H3 1 108 1
J 1 » .t RN 2
J2 0 ‘ F12 ]
. J3 0 R13 3
> Ll 1 s 3
L2 0 s2 3
L3 1 . - 3 3
. L4 s 0 s4 3
) : 2t $5, 3
: M2 3 6 g 3.
Nl 1, s7 3
. N2 1% 8 3
! 1 4 .fD S9 3
3 LN 2 . S0, 3
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ke | .+ IV. RESEARCH SUPERVISION
‘ | . N .'~ . . . ’ R )
INfRODUCTION . - .
The gupervision of 1nd1v1duals or.small groups of -~

"+ s¥ udentsiin a laboratory settlng or in a research prqject
is)| an-'educational task ‘engaged in, at least occasionally, '
.- byl #56%49 of medical schoo]l faculty. In addition, #65%

- fdel that they are apt to find themse in a situation T
- ike the one described in the simulatioh. Only #9% of -
. the faculty, however,” have attended & workshop or training
dession on the subject.” Of that group 83% consider those \S

experiences to have been valuable for their teachlng.
The survey flndlngs also indicate that #58% of all
4 .t fA culty would like to-'receive prlnte& information to
"‘~»' { assist them in improving their supervision of students .
o B and that #22% would attend a workshop address1%E thlS )

iiifg;‘. tQplC & C _
. o The above f;ndlngs demonstrate that many faculty ' 4
. have little formal preparation for the particylar teaching \
LTy responsibilities they have been asked to assumg. It also
_y seens cleer that many of them are open o receiving assib— )
"~ tance in improving their effectiveness in this area. The .
,following analysis’of this simulation will suggest areas
in' the supervision of ,individual students where such |
asslstance to facuIty would be helpful. v

KEY FENPURES- OF THE SI#ULATION ( ¢

. . -~ ) .
** * . ' TRe primary purposes of this simulation are to exam- | .
" ine how medical faculty members. : ‘ TS C '
lr ) , .
] ' '
oy 4 ‘A perceive tﬁe process of 1nstruct10n (e : tke’

1mportance of communicating expectatlons, the value of .
determlhlng a student4s baqﬁground the need to establish
a relétaonshlp), . .

3

T . | B. viéw thelr respons1b111t4es as.a supervisor. (e. g. ) ' }
. how avallable to be, ‘Nhether to mpnltor a student's pro—h\ A
gress), : -/ . X . .
. . N . - . .
- ) . ‘ ’
R 4'9£et/a d1scuss1on Sf the percentage. symbols in t‘us %
. C report, sqe’chapter 1, pages 9 - 10. i ‘-
, L TN N
¢ . ’ . ‘ J © .
. . % 67 * \ PA
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r . ! . : : . .
' C. relate to a student (especially one®experiencing
» » ) » » » .
difficulty) as a supervisor in anm independent study situ- \
. . . ' .
ation (e.g.yAsuppontlve, detached)t CN
s . »
>
The situation is defined by the!openlng scene: .
N . -» I 3
Your medical school has n?\smuled a senes ol required Researcp Preceptorships to plowde ‘
medical students with a supervised rtunity to become famihar weh screntfic research Each " '
student 1s assigried td a faculty memb ho will supefsi$e s or her work
e ¢ R Jim 1s one of three studehts vou-}mll supervise ths term He was assignea 10 you because you
are currently conducting rescarcn on the problem he seiected While you 0o nol know Jim you are
told by one of your colleagues that he :5 somgthing of 3 dud -« '
. Jum has recently compieted a brief course entitlead Introdugtion to Reseralch and the Sc‘enm.c
Method and has been toid that good research begins with a review o' the pertytent hterature ~hen
Jim comes 1o ™'s first meeting you provide him with a cufrent article to heip him begiA Mis lderature
searcr Within two weeks he stg prepare an annotatea oibliography for your rey ew Ycur tasks are
. h to evaluate, im s bibliography to give him feedback,and 10 arrange whatéver follow-up instruztion
. 's appropriate pelore he begns his,actual research 407x ~ith you
Tl g TR .
- .
. You would now (CHOOSE ONLY ONE)
- A1 Encouggide Jim to begin and to contact
', P . you if has any prot'ems Otherwise
* you will see him in two weeks *
- N - ‘ \
x T A2 Encourage im to begin and arrange 1o . .
' ‘AL, meet wit™ m after one week 10 review -
. nis pro3-ess -
¢ ) [
A3 Discuss with Jim your =xpectations for -~ .
his worx oA this assignment .
+ A4 ’
‘ A4 Ask Jitn 1o @iscuss h:s sackground nn- . , . ..
terpreting and conduc' ng researcn , * . R
ki
AS Ask Jim f ne‘nas‘ y questions before * . R . * s , 3{.',
[ beginning t - . ) “ .
3 ~
’ -~
. ' . .

i ' - . The following are ‘the key ‘features- of the 51tuat10n
. that" faces the respondent:

e ’ N : o

-7 . 1. The faculty ‘member does not know the student and .
.. has qQnly minjmum inforpation regagg}ng his b!ckground. -
, .

i 1! s ig a required course‘id which students are

assigned tf faculty. ( s .
M 3. There is‘a need to superv1se the student and to

. + -evalpate his work &nd his readiness for the. research
phase of:-the course. ‘

. \ P
‘, . l Y ‘ Llra,'". ‘>~<‘ . —
MOST COMMON ROUTES (See Flgure S) : . ’

’ .‘ i -t
. This .s€ction will discuss how facdlty m&mbers manage
, . this instructional prokhlem, by. 1dent1fy1ng the most fre- '
- quent«sequence of decisions associated with the three |
major pptions‘bresented‘in the opening scene. There is a

.
’l
~ " Y - g
s . - \ & .
' -
.
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fourth opfion (AS5) which is/to ask Jim if he has any ques-
tions before beginning. While #21% choose this option,
85% .0f these ‘respondents 18%) then proceed to sections
that parallel A2, A3, or A4. Since this represents only

a slight diversion from selecting A2, A3, or A4 directly,
this #18% is included in/the three routes described below.
The three main optiens re: ‘

A2. Encourage Jim to begin and arrange to. ’
meet with hint after one weRk to review
his progress. t
/

/

A3. Digcuss with Jim your expectations for:
h/s work on this assignment.

- A4. Ask Jim to discuss his background in in-

terpreting and conducting research

” ' ' ' *
&
A. Determining the_Student's Background/Establishihg
a Relationship

4

The determination of a student's readiness for
learning a new skill or course content *s a necessary
prerequisite for quality instruc¢tion. Often, however, a
student's background and readiness for a particular
instructional-activity are assumed; the faculty member
makes an intuitive judgment about the skill or knowledge
level of the class and proceeds from that point. This
approach is undesirable because student backgrounds are

" often highly. variable: some students, like the- one de-

scribed in this simulation, are minimally prepared to
begin instruction, while others may have already mastered.
jost or all*of what is expected. In this problem, the
respondent has no prior knowledge of the student's ability
to operate irf an independent learning context, and a dise
cussion of background and readiness is needed.

In this simplation, only #44% of thd faculty discuss
the student's background with him at any point and even
fewdr (4#28%) secure this information in time  to make
appropriate plans. There are sixsseparate opportunities
to engage the student in such a discussion, threé of which
are before the* student begins having difficulties.

«Thirty-seven percent of those who do discuss th@.s;pden 's
sbackground (#16%) make is decision -right from the

- opening scene, 20% (#9 after dis®ussing expectatiens for

the assignment, .and (#3%) following a general _
\
- £ .69 " v
{ v (‘




discussion Qf the student's questions. In all, 63% (#28%)
‘of the facéulty gain an early insight into the student's
background and are thereby in a position to anticipate
and respond to particular probl . In contrast, however,
37% (#16%7 discuss the student'%fﬁhckgroﬁnd only after
the studernt is already experiencing difficulties, and

#56% never begin such a discussion. That is, #72% of ‘the
total faculty dd not-attend to this basic instructional
consideration prior to having the studént begin his
assignment. !

e Those ‘who decide to discuss the student's backgroun
are also asked ,to indicate what aspects of the student'
prior experiences are relevant to this assignment. T
findings are® summarized in Table 18. While 87% (#38
and 84% “(#37%) are interested in his reasons for selecting .
the research topic or his expectations for the course,

only 50% (#22%) inquire into his ability to interpret
technical information--the basic skill required for

b

TABLE 18

Student's Background

Background Information ’ Percent Selecting Fach Option
His opin?on of research in general. - 64% (#28)

Higaprior experience reading scientific
articles and reports. - - , - 74% (#33)

-

- =8 .

~

His ébTTity to interpret technical information. =~  50% (#22)

A .

His reasons for se1ecting'this particular

research topic. 81% (#38) ‘
, : Vo 7
, His expectat}ons for this course. * 84% (#37)
I Y
. S )
\1 ) ~ \
70 ,
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° preparing an annotated bibliography on the research topic.
Thus, #78% of the faculty ask the student to proceed with-
out any Knowledge of his ability to conduct the required

« literature search.. I
}

B. Expectations for Student Performance “

It is likely that-a full-time faculty member-'s views
about, and cormitment to basic research is different from
that of an undergraduate medical .student, especially in a
required course. It is important, therefore, for instruc-
tor and student to discuss their views of
purpose of this research assigntent before bpeginning so
that both are clear about what is expected. The -time
spent clarifying expectations and resolving differences
will help avoid subsequent misunderstandings and enhance
the quality of the teaching-learning process.

————

-

. Recognition of the need to discuss expectations is™
central in the process of providing supervision and feed-
back. The independent study approach is not intended to
be an unstrictured experience for either the student or
the faculty member. If a faculty member is to-be helpful,
there must be an explicit understanding of the learning
objectives and a plan for assessing student progress
during and at the end of the course. Unless the faculty
member is prepared to be both available and involved with
a student on this basis, it is likely that the amount of v

: copstructive feedback provided will be insufficient. :

In contrast to only #44% of the faculty who discuss
! the student's background and readiness for instruction,

#81% discuss their expectation§ for the assignment,
although not all-do so before the student runs into diffi-
culty. Forty-two percent (#34%) review expectations
immediately in the opening scene. Ancather 17% (#14w) dis- -
cuss the student's background first, and 7% (#6%) voice”
their expectations after first addressing any questions .
the student might have. ®hus, 66% (#53%) of the faculty
who discuss expectations for the assignment do so prior -

. to the student beginning his work. . Thirty-four percent -
(#28%) , however, wait until they learn that the studeht '
is having difficulties. If this #28% 'is combined with the
the #19% who never present ‘their expectatipns, we find
that almost half the faculty (#47%) do not address this'
issue in a helpful manner. ..

Once the respondent decides to discuss his/her
expectations for the course, s/he is asked to decide what,

»» .* ) Q
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specifically, will be expected of the student. Table 19
provides a summary of the percent of faculty selectlng
each of the elght optidbns. While 3% (#75%) indicate.
they would ‘discuSs the: relevance of this assigpment to
the research phase of the .cofirse, only ¥5% (#53%) are pre-
pared to discuss how the student's work will be valuabed
Thus; #47% of the faculty, with the stated tasks of ’ oS
evaluating. the student's bibliography and providing feed-
back, proceed witflout establishing a basis for that

evaluation with tRg student. "
o ‘. e, .
TABLE 19 . z <o T
* Expectations for the Annotated Bibliography
- Expectations o C Percent Selecting Each Opt1on
1. The types of sources Jim should use. - 90% (#7§)g
‘ 2. The format Jim shou]d use in the . :
annotations. © 56% (#45)
. 3. The relevance of the literature _ a .o
search to his work on this projec&r ) 93% (#75).
\ - .
4. The importance of 1dent1fy1ng key N
*controversial issués. T ~78% (#63)
N ’ - . ) o
5, The depth of research you expect to T * '
P see reflected in the annotathns . 61% (#49)
- 6. The standards you w111 use to eva]uate M ‘
. hiswork. 65% (#53) U
7. The number of citations he shou]d “ ) k .
, 1nc1ude (\‘ . 20% (#)6) . p£\§2h ]
* 8. The re]evance of this assignment to g I L h
y his future as a physician, - 54% (ﬁa‘)
. . ' T -

C. Monitoriﬁg the Student’s Progress

Another dec151on that respondents are asked to make
relates to whether they think it would be valuable to
have agprogress meeting with-the student affer one week.

. - This issue is included to determine’-Néw faculty view their
) supervisory role in an fndependent study context. The
. ‘ . 7
. , ; \
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- results 1nd1caée that wh11e #91%: dec1de to meet with the -
student to review his progress, ‘there are major differ-
ences within the group.  Sixty- $1x percént (#60%),believe

v thte assignment should be.discussed beforé the student
beglns his work. The rehalnlng 34% (#31%) have' their
dlscu=51on with the student only after the’ student "has

* begun hlS project. Thlsnlatter group reflects a rather

. lexted view of their rpsponsibilities in the instruc-
tional process, while they are prepared to -monitor the
student’s progress.,and te evaluate his work, they do not

_— consider it necessary or approprlate to determlne the

student's readiness for the assignment ot to share their '
.aexpectatlons for the work they will evaluate .
K 4 >
.o The second difference among the #91% who arrange a -~

’

progress meetlng relates to the comprehensiveness of -their
C discussions with the student. Whilé 66% (#60%). meet w1th
-- 7. the student prior to his beginning ‘the a551gnment, only
52% of that group (#47%) discuss their expettations for
- the course. ‘Ten perncent (#9%).simply ask Jim if he has
Vo any "questions before beginning and 4% (#4%) inquirez only
abSut his background. However, almost half (#47%) dis- Ce .
. cuss, their ‘expectations with the student prior to meeting-.
with him to review ‘his progress These faculty have a .
» valid basis for. rqv1ew1ng Jim's progrsss and evaluating’ ° -
> the biblfography he prepares. . .

- J i B .’ ' 3 .
. OPTIMAL ROUTE (See-Figure 4) N -
—— . . )
.. The recommended routes through this 51mu1atlon are
shown by darkened lines in Figure 4. They are considered . ,
* optimal because they‘meet iﬁrée basic cr;terla of effec- '
tive 1nstructlon. First, ey recpgnize’ the exlstencé'of
individual djifferences among students and the 1mportance
‘ ,of determlnlng a studént's readiness for the educatiodnal
- ekperience. Second; they dttend to tht need to begin the‘
‘ 1nstructlonal process withrthe cirification of expecta-
tions.. And,f third, .they recognize the faculty's !
" responsibility for providing effective feedback’ "and super—
ViSlon Each of these aspects will be illustrated as_the - '
Tt optlmal routes are described. .\\ .0 . .. —

- -

Optlon A4 (dlscu551ng.J1m s background I'n research)

. or A5 (asking for questfons) arée recommended as initial - (
© steps. Discussing expectatlons (A3) represents, an effort -

to clarlfy objectives, but is premature as it is not ° v

.- based on 1nform%;1on about Jim's background and readiness
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to.begin the assigh

become familiar wi

.+ introd¥ctary cqur

‘ - asking or "inviti
]

",

the preceding
when a stude

ént.. Once ‘the faculty member has ~-
the dtudent's experignces, in the,

e and his attitude ‘tcward reSearch, by

g qdestlons, s/he has some basic data
that widl facilltatg a discussion of expectations.

As .in

imulation, this is partlcularlyflmpOrta
as been described as

somethlng of a du

While an in ‘ructor shquld not: ‘accept®this appralsal as .
necessaril: true, s/he should, at least 1n1t1ally, be
attentlve to -the student'® background. .

. & -
Aing ‘the student to begin 1mmed1ately {Al or A2)
" is inappropriate sinde it disregards both the 90551b111ty
that Ke may have particular negds and the premige that’
dénts and faculty should jolntly establish an under- ’
ding of. cdurse obJectlves at’ the start of any R
tructional experience. ' e o SR
‘ it i= 1mportant, at @hls p01nt that an exp11c1t T, "
statement  of expectations (D7) be included before the stu--
dent "begins  the. assﬂgnment ¢ Briefly descrlblng the }
research«befng ¢onducted (D9) and rev1ew1ng the major - e
’steps in conductlng‘research (DiO) only temponarlly . .
diverts the respondéxt’ from the need to-make ‘a decaslon . ’
on whether .0r ‘not a dlSCUSSlOn of expectatlons is
warranted. * : . - ) : e

R % A
It is reasonable to ant1c1pate(that despite an .
expllc1t staftem‘nt Y4 enpectatlons, the student may ¥
encountef dlfflCthleS.
schedule%a mee%ing with him to review his péogre s (H10).
Slmply teminding him of the deadline:and me ting in two® -
Weeks does not provide any -opportunity for feedback or . )
the timely. and constryctive resolutlon of any problems- "

that mlght occur. ', . . . )

the student's progress and to assist him’in repaaang for

the actual research phasé of ‘the course. ( the .simu-
lation text for Section Ly .below,) Once the. student - - - .
réveals his diflenIty-getting time to work om the assign-
ment (L2), it ls;helpful to explore in more detail the
progress he has made (L1) and wha% approach he is using

,. in the literature search (L3). It is nqg likely that he

: Py

'is ready to address the more specific issue of relating

. his readlng to hr/dgesearch at this time (L4). -

' The,prlmary purpo&es ot the meetlng areEto revnew )

>
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It is 1mportant therefore, to - \
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'

. . -
Once the nature of the student's di ficultiés are
understood the insgructor must de e whit positive ste S-

- can be taken'to assist him. and what responfibility s/he;,
as superv1sor,.shou1d assume. Thd offer to extend the
assigpment period (L7) communi tes-a desire to Qg help-
ful, but suggests that the onY{y-sgsue is time. Option LS8
is the recoqmended response because it not only communi-
cates a desire to be ‘of lassistance, it inciudes the
possibility of -addressifg issues other than lack of time.
- Option L5 confronts Jim with his lével'of progress, but
implies’ an unwillingness to be of any assistance in*
resolving the problem.\ Optl&h L6 fails.to confront the
issue at alj. ~

b

SECTION L ,

x - - »

f J|m meets with you in your oftice armed with severa& books and photocopies 8t various artictes
Dunng your discussion with Jim, you Msk (CHOOSE AS MANY AS ARE APPROPRIATE IN
ANY OQDER) '

1

-

L1 How many book%larwd arucles he has re-
viewed.. \é

~ < .

If he has apcountered any difficulties so '
fag 1n hs review

How he goes aboutsidentifying materials
to review
N

.t !
-

What 1ssues and concepts he feels will
be useful as background for his work on
this Aesearch project

~Based on what you have learned, you would now (CHOOSE QNLY ONE)

.

Ls Tell Jxm you feel he 1s making insufficient
progress and remind him that this assign-
ment 15°due 1n one week . .

7 .

L6 Remind Jim 3F the deadiine for 'the com-
pleted annotated biblidgraphy and con.
tirm your schedule to

L7 As’k Jim it he feel
time to compléte ‘the assignment

M -

~a
L8 Ask Jimf there 1s any way you-can be of
-assistante during the second week of .
this assigament




L

- A “

o The flnal task is prov1d1ng the student with feed-

- back on-his work and arraqglng for whldtever follow-up y
. instruction i's ‘appropriate. (See Section B, below.) The

‘ decision to 'recommend additional references for Jim to
- review 3nd. to offer to. provide additional ‘assistance (BS)

ts the recommended response. This decision reflects both
.a recognltton that the student is not prepared at -this
¢ point to begin the research phase, 'and a willingness to
take spec1f1¢:‘keps in assisting him with additional pre-.
paration. Option Bl0 also provides him with feedback and
1nd1cates a willingness to be- of "assistance, but it

B does not clude any plan- ‘for addressimg his difficulties.
" B7 is strictly pejorative and €ails to offer any sugges-

v

. ' : SECTION B . 9
¥ .
] : g o
p Y Two weens after your bl meewung Hm comes to your u"vr AL -ents 3 v pog Jreotated
LIt ocraphy You would now (CHOOSE AS MANY AS ARE APPROPRIATE.'!N ANY ORDER)
- B1 Review his citatons for curpent and ma- ’ * 4
jorfuures

B2  Ask 3m it he feels prepared to bogin the
L ~. "= sesgrch phase of te preceptorsh g o

- . . .
* ’
- . e = ' 4 N N ,

¥ 4 -
. B3 Examine the way ha nalyzett key con
- ) trove rsail ssues (n his annotations o ’
L B4 Ask Jim to summarize what he considers
1o be the major issues in the literature N
:'.x . -
" . R N ’
’ 85 Ask Jimf there are any ssues he wants . . '
Q 4 to diszuss based on hig readings -
. = 0y
’ -
.
"~ o Ba}sed on the information you Have collected, you would now (CHOOSE ONLY ONE)
® \ B ' BA  Comment nn the strengths Ind. weak- o [ -
‘ nesses you have npted agd encourage "
Jim t¢ cantinue his reading on the topic N \ e . 50
: ) - .
. -
- M y ’
8 Tatt S you are disappoitted with his
s ° NOrK nG that he will have 1o detay brs i . ~ «
\ . Ra L muntingyour projett until he has |
A Le' eryrasp opthe issues
. .. © ' BR Regcmmerd some addmonal ~eferences 4 :
- N > for@iim 5 review and arrange 10 meet ) 4
: AN agan 10 assist him in prepanng for his
. - S e ‘wog*'n this research project ¢ . . . .
~ o ® '
89 Advise Jim 1o continue reading in areas " N ’
L where he teels deficient '
., - 4
. ., . .
. .- B
’ . R N .
‘ B10 Tell Jum he has not met 90ur rxpecta- * .'. N
¢ tons and.will hayed to delay Fis actual )
[ . . work ‘on this project until you have had .
> s . a chance 1o work with him on his defi .
x ciencies .
. - "
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th?S for further instructidn. .Options B6 and B9 also o \<\<//)
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L4

4 .

4 .

H

fa11 to m!bt the objecgive of follow=-up and place the
burden f£ remedial work lbmpletely on a student who has
alréady 1nd1cated that he is having, d1f£1cult1es. _ !
C’ONCLUSIONS : | . ' TN

>

tially the most helpful of teacher—$tudent instructional
encounters. The actuwal success of this-teaching method,
however, depends to a cehsiderable. extent on_ the faculty .
membeé's‘hllllngness to interact with the student ° S
s¢tly and the faculty member's skills' in doing so.
Wh #65% of the faculty indicate they engage in: such
teacher- student relationships, their approach to the -
supervisory problem presented here suggests that many may

$ -

The supervision of an 1nd1v1d%gi student is.poten-

* not be achieving the full potentlal of this educatlonal -

. experience. .

’ B -
A, The Pﬁh@gﬁ{Areas of Concern

-

’ v

1..” Over Ralf ‘the faculty (#56%) do not engage _

the student- in a discussion pfwhis background and readi- - v
ness for instruction. They therefore miss the opportunity

to develop a relatibnship with the stldent and to indivi-
duallze the 1nstructlonal experlence . . o

2. Faculty do nqt make their expectatlonS;for
ghe student expliédit.- Almost half- (#47%) either neglect
iscussing their expectations 'or. do it only after the
1nstructlon ‘has begun. _ T -

3, Faculty are ‘equdlly remiss 1J’sﬁat1ng in

,advance hgw they will evaluate the student's wofk Almost

half (#‘ ’) do not discues th1s with Athe "student.~

B. Encouraglng Flndlngs A T ' .
. . s . .

e 1. Facvulty do choose to monitor the student s
progress The majorlty (#91%) include this step in their

approach

. +
[y

o A ,
Raculty express a wllllngness to bghgelpful \
to a studen& experiencing, difficulties. After y . "
review his final work, #61% oﬁfer to prov1de further ’ 7
assistance. ' - L
. ¢ N . . 2’ L ' ' ‘ i .t
T Y ] ' .
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P ' . Standard Errors\ for "Research Supervision” Simulation
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. 82 2 . 67 0 068 1
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facilitators), , .. A .

V. SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION

]
-

INTRODUCTEON

"The survey results indicate that #65%54 q‘fall fal-
ulty use the sghall 'group discussion method on' a®frequent

basis and that #61% would find themselves,” in their teach-
ing, in a situation like the one in the simulation. Only
#23% indicate that they have ever attended a workshop ek

training session on small group teaching, Ninety-one per-
cent ( 91%) of these individuals consdider such ,preparation

to have been valuable and helpful in theif teaching. Vir-.

tually a third of current faculty members (#32%) indicate
that they would be intérested in attending a workshop

directed at improving their small group teaching skillsa
" Apparently, while faculty members ruse ‘the small

group discussion method frequently, most havé.not-haq any
specific preparation for use of this tecanique. The fol-
lowing discussion will analyze how medical faculty manage

a particular problem in small group teaching, in an effort-

[S

to determine what preparation might be needed."”

[ ‘ : v ‘\
M - . -
. . s

3

‘ . : C8 _ -
KEY FEATURES JF THE SIMULATION ) ~ , - g

This simulation is designed .to determine-ﬁbw faculty

."“
. t

" members: - L, )' s
ce ¢

A. approach a proplem in-/emall group instriction '
(e.g., what info;matided'.,YVgagher and in what order),
e . P A PR LT . ) _' ’
+,B.S view their r¢ éé;as instructors.in the small .
groug setting CE.gvg co ﬂt»experts, resourcés, group °
A . . ‘:_.

N - - f ,. ) ' . L
c. _regérd the relationship- between g}oyp process
and learning (e.g., stages of group development, the im-
portance of peer interaetion). SRR DR B . :
: . . . s !

o~ .
Fl

N R . - . .
7 . ‘ "
, . . .
'
g . N
.
.

PN .
] . , N

' T
B

»

“ o

~ S54For a‘discussion of théipércedtage symbols in‘this(

repbr@; see Chapter I, payes 9 - 10. . .
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\ . The opening scene defines the problem; sitnatien: ' j}" . I
- " o - “
* . . ’ ' ) :
b e . 7 . *
. - , . v .
, . . . ' ’ . I
~ . ° 3 .
. - The unde "",raduau curr cul’m committee decided b . yooAr t uter ety ar e e 31 students . .
¢ ne opt on ot enolnnNgan either g Incture SeCHon of Lot Jtunp teacr 'vg‘ et gnon severdl introduc- ' f [} .,
M0 sy 1oUu aqreed s difd three of your cotledidue s o b e o thitagntt group setting The .
A Ve 5 aS0n LONSets OF T Student, amd your  meelng fur U rinute sy ree Umes 4 week A
‘ . ' L)x neny thee thyr \.nk \_' ther coufse you an "% e ned by three of rOur 10 students who
< r: 5% A o '“nrn!n O, ef 'w 1wk Gt progres, iney VR groap 0 makeng and a0k you 1o cons
i corhn 3o the mor um onat tectuse .ornml Theyi bt o 0 fouRt e e vathin
- . CoMral seen f'Pe course s 1o be salvaged “ L]
N . « » -
* . W .
. . You would now (CHOOSE ONLY ONE} . o . .
. : ‘ \
. ,AY HeLommecsegthetrn fisswtshen Tu ' ‘ ’
‘ - $5 g maron oy TrangTer ty ) et . '¢
s Ol on - LY
*
. , RVl o
. .
- \ 3 . T .
AT Arrar s 4 me 1 ng wet thege thre o e . '
. ' T nter tude nts toe tacu s i gon ' M
aaldald Py
- N * -
) _ - .- . :
. " Yutt e st e g0 ludents 0 aet . ¢
- Tt gt eg ey Hre LS . *
- » ¢
. x AL {2yt gne of oy feends agper enca , T
] : ' nomat o reyr teach g and diseuss the
s tiabon s 'th ber ’ . ~
[} = - g ’ * )
.
’ N >
3 . . - - . -
- ‘
pe . ® .
The important.elements of fﬁl: 1nstructlona1 prob-
lem are::* - .
- - ’ . - .
‘ * LI . . . -
. 1. These students are in their first year. Be-
. . . . . .
A cause of this they are likely to experilence some anxlety,

regardless of the instructional format. Their high level,
of motivation and the competitive nature of their pre-
medical experience contribute to their concern about
"measuring up" to other students and meeting the expecta-
'y tions of the faculty. Small group teaching tends to
. oL . magnlfy this concern; while students can remaln anonymous
o in, lectures (and ‘therefore lesssprbne to "exposure"), .
. v theilr part1c1pat10n in small groups.makes them vulnerable
: * to'evaluative judgments by both fa&ylty members and pe€érs.
. ¢« 2. Only three of the students expressed concern.
Regardless of the instructional setting, a faculty member .
- should be careful neither to generalize to the group
) 1ndlscr1m1natply from individual students' feedback, nor
to disregard minority opinion. In small group teaching,
these cautions are especially important because each stu-
g dent represents a potentially valuable resource to the
group; if anyone is experlen01ng difficulties with this
approach, ‘the entire ‘group can be affected. - It is
g ¢ . -

[

| e - .




44

. -
P

. .

. . . - “ o ) . .

. LI
. , .
A - -
N '
. ’,
v

recommended therefore, that the experlences of th¥® three
dlssatlsfled students nqt be v1ewed as an isolated situ-

ation, but that the perceptions of the other seven students‘

also be sought in an effort to work toward a solution to’
the problem involving the entire group

3. The class is ih the third yegk of a twelve week
course. The perception of the three students is that the
class is moving too slowly. This i§ a common reaction “
from students who are accustomed to a more structured and
passive approach to learnicg It must be realized, how-
ever, that small group teacghing usually requ1rés more time
and greater student involvement than. the lecture method
before students realize a sense of accompllshment It is
important, therefore, that the faculty member encourage
the students to be patient while worklng through'-these ©
initial problems.

The various sections of the simulation provide the
respondent with information from three. different sources.
at variqus levels of detail. The instructor can speak
initially, for instance, with the three students experi-
encing difficulties to learn what these students consider
to be problems with the course. S/he can then pursue the
discussion -further, in an effort to determine why the .

three students are experiencing such dlfflCultleS. ‘The’

respondent also has an: ropportunity to meet with the other
seven members of the class, to-obtain-their reactions to
the course and, slmllarly, to continue that discussion
for bdckground on -why they are not dlssatlsfied
\\.‘
The third available source of information'is. faculty

~

colleagues. . Dire#®ly after the problem is. presented, res- )

pondents. have the\Opportunlty to dlscuss the sltuaticn
1nformally with a friend experlenced in, small group teach-

.ing. - At several other points in thes simulation, faculty

colleagues durréntly teaching in small groups are avail-

< &ble for specific adv1ce on varlous optlons for addresslng

e problem. ' . ‘
- : . X
Regardless of what information sburcis respondents
ude, in whatever order, they then choose:a
for solving the problem. These are: ‘ B
1.' Recommend that the three dlssatlsfled students .
stick it out and offer ‘to. assist them with those afeas ofm

N

* the course materlal in whlch they feel def1c1ent

¢

- P, l‘ ’ ~ ¥

png five optlons

4
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2.- Recommend that the three dissatisfied students /-
transfer to a lecture sectlon and, offer to assist them <
with the progess. - . ) '

‘-

é. Reassure the three d1ssatlsf1ed students that St
they are’ s1mpf§ exPeriencing” nosgeaagnxletles for first-
year medical students and recommen hat they*stlck it «

v

Out ‘ ) T ‘ ~

4. Devote a clags sess1on to- d1sculs;ng the issues. - °
with the entire group.>> e S
- % " .

5. Modify the.current format to prov1de more
didactic presentatlons as ‘part of ‘the sessions.55

g

o

The f1nd1ngs for this s1mulat10n are reported.in two
ways,3 *First, we will look -at what. information adulty
gather, without regard for’ the order in which it is col-
lected (e:g., what percentage qf the ‘faculty ask their
colleagues for.advice at any point. in the simulatfon?).

.Second, the order in which faculty collect inform&tion
T is examlned to,underétand better the common pro ches

.

used in solv1ng the problem (e.g., which stude Tare.
approached first, 'and does this dec151on affect the way
the problem is.resolved?).. - ” . . e

- - .
. M 8
- . i , . - L. .
- . P
N R ; .
.

MOST) COMMON ROUTES (See® Figure 7) —
- . ’ - -

‘ A. Information Cellection . T o :

-

At the outset #SA% of faculty have at least an o ' _"

initial meeting with the three dissatisfied:students to
hear thelr .concerns abdut the cougge. .While this™pro- . .
portf%n is undqpbtedly large, it should be recoganed <L =

that remaining #14% (aﬂgézable number).ma?e a*final .f 1.

decision without any knowledbe of &he partlcu ar problems
these. studentg are experiencing. w . .

Further, only $68% of the, faculty d1scuss thg prob-
let¥with the other seven students in the class. This ¥ .

" means -that #32% of the-faculty make a ﬁlnal deC1s1on o T -»;‘\‘

a0 L4 e
35These options are- avallable only once durlng the .
s1mulat10n . The others are repeated, pernmitting Qespona-

ents “~to pursue these decis1onsx&ﬁ’ény'9rder they choosg.a

» : '.o
7 f

) w1thout ever Knowing whether the other seven students are

.
4 . ‘ -t o,

3 ‘l
j l. . . 'g o ‘. », *
. 2 J‘ \ ‘
: 90 . R I o .
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exper1enc1ng dlfflCUltleS 51mllar to those expressed by
the. three that complaln. Perhaps some respondents  assumed
that if someone is’ experiencing d¢ifficylties s/he will
cgmplain' br that the three students were speaklng for the
entire class. A . )
The hext most common saurce of information 1nvol¢es
both the initial discUssion with the three students and
ahqontlnuatlon of this discussion, in pursuit of factors
that. might help exp¥ain  the¢ problems.: Forty-eight percent’ -
(#48%) of the faculty collect at least this much informa- ’
tion. -In contrast, however, this alsq implies that #52%
of the faculty make their decisions w1thout collecting
data on why these students are experlenc1ng dlfflcultles.
- The opportunlty to speak ‘with colleagues Who teach
in-'small groups’ is avail&ble at;several’ points in the
simulation. Seventeen percent (#17%) choose to solicit
advice from their peers, while #83% do not. This appears
' inconsistent with the view expressed in a different part
of the survey by #42% who -indicate that they frequently
+ contact their col}eagues for &ssistance or advice on
instructional issues and problems.>36

T~ Respondents whor meet with .the other seven students
learn they are .aware of their classmates' -problems but
that they themselves are satisfied..- Faculty then haver
several opportunities to search for reasons explaining
why this group is satisfied with the course. Only #15%
-of the faculty make an attempt to gain such explanation.
Thus, while #6B8% of the faculty discover the extent of ]
clssatlsfactlon in the class, less ‘than a;gourth of these
faculty pursuef the source of the problem.” In total, #85%
.0f the faculty make a final dec¥sion without collectlng
1nformat10n4about how and why the seven &atisfied studspts
differ from their classmates.

A
> ~ -

The least frequent approach to collectling 1nforma—
tion is to pursue-all five opportunities (i.e.,. initial
and detailed.discussions with both groups of students plus
advice from colleagues) for understandinq the problem.
Only #7% of. the faculty collect the maximum ‘amount of
information prior to maklng one of the five decisions.

56See Chapter II, p. 32. ° This ap rent discrepancy
1s concelvably explalned by the pogsibillty that the re-
Spondents to the simulation -did not regatrd. the 51tuatlon
as a problem. . ‘

v




One possible d&planation is that faculty rely heavily on
'y their prior experienee as teachers and their own 1ntu1tlon
in managing such problems. (This 1nterpretatlon is sup-
ported by the finding that %62% of faculty indicate that!
their own intuition and judgment contrlbutes strongly to, ,':,
“the way they teach. 57 . ‘

’ ’ . ~

L , Eaculty appear pore interested in know;ng that the
other seven students are not experiencing d1ff1cul%4es .
than in understandlng why Their apptroach is’ thus one of \\

. isolating the problem’to the three students and making a

' decision on-an issue considered to be reledant only to #

* +this sub- group. Additional support for this analysis will

be presented 'when specific routes are discussed below.

r . B. Sequence of Information Collection ~ ™

-
P

In this simulation there are f1ve final recommenda-
tions available for concludlng the problem presented in .
Lthe-opening scene. Since a respondent could select only ——
one 6f these conclusions.it is possible to trace the par-
tlcular sequence of informatidn collection leaging to -
each decision. While thHe design of this simulation pro—
vided the opportunity toSmake ceértain decisidns at mul-
tiple points in the process (e.g.., there are fourteen |,

, points at which. transfer could be recommended), only the.

. most frequent routes, representing at least #5%, will be
discussed. Table 25 provides a summary of all routes and!
the apourtt of information collected prlor to €ch of! the
five decisions.- .

!/ a 4 ‘

‘1. Offer Special Kssistance

The most common solution is the decision to
"mrecommend that the three dissatisfied students stick it

lout and, offer ‘to assist them w1th those areas of course : \

materlal in which they feel deficient." Forty-eight per-
cent (#48%) of the faculty make this choice. *The most

common routes followed in maklng thls decision are:
’ -

»

~

!

41% of ,the faqulty that make this decision (#20%)
do so after meeting with both groups for an initial dis~
cussion of the problem. ' Twenty-six percent (#12%) meet
first with the seven students to determine whether thay are

alsor experiencing difficulties and then w1th‘the thxee
)

5Trirst Preliminary Report, p.\90.'

.




~ the seven students plus a faculty
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& Sources  of Information : - -

25 o

o . Summary of Amount of Information tollected
Relative to Each Dec1§jon in Small Group Discussion
M -

~

0

Pecision

Provide
Special

: (#487)

o

. . ) . Assistance

Transfer
To
Lecture
(#28%)

T

Normal
Anxieties

(#13%)

1 Devote
Class
Session
(¥9%)

No additional information . . . '

'Inikrmaﬁ discussion with a friend -
T

JImitral discussion with the three
. dissatisfredstudents .

In1t1al discussion with the other
seven students . N

. .

Al
Jnttyal discussion with both groups
of students

P A L2
i __Imtial and deta11ed discussion with .

% the three studgnts

1t1a1 and detailed dis¢ussion With
the §even students . ]

3

Y - N
‘Init1g] and detarled discussibp w1th
the three studerts plus.a faculty 4

comsult

a

Imtial and deta11e5 discussion with

- consult ' .

~ Inrtfal and detailed discussion with .
the three students plus an initial

meeting with the other seven students * 10

e

Inmp1al and detajled meeting with the

. seven students plus an initial | .
meet1n9 with the three students -

Inftial and detailed discussion with
, the three students plus an initial

meeting. wrth the seven students and . 7
- a faculty consult

39

* 4]

L2 .
In1t1#) and detailed diseussjon with .
, the seven students ptus. a itial
meeting with the three” students and
- a faculty, consult

-t

. In1t1a3 and det1a1ed:d15cussion with -
both groups of students . . 1

4

R

15

~. 25

Inytig) and detarled discussion with
both groups of students plus a 5
» faculty consult

- 44

34
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students déj;earn the nature of their problems, while 15%
, (#7%)" reverse this_process. Apparfently, theh equence .does
{ . make some difference. Thoge who spedk with the seven stu-
dents first are more prone to end the problem without
exploring further why either grpup is,or is not hav1ng
difficulty learning in this settlng }

. oea 31% (#15%) ,make thelr decision on the basigfg?*/
! _ ' initfal and follow-up talks with the three complaining
students, but wit t interactions with the other sgven |
'students These faculty deal with the- ‘three students in
. 1sokbtlon from their classmates.s They, apparently rule
out the possibility that others might also be having
difficulties cr might be an 1mp5(tant factor in reaching
oLt a. solution. , . D ’f‘
» 10% (#5%) go ene step>furth%r and 1nclude an
" \ initial meeting with the other seven studgnts -along with
toe . an‘'initial and detailed digcussion w1th the fhree stu-

: dents. .These faculty are mbre thorough tHan the respond-
ents described above, but even though thdy know that the
course is currently causing problems ‘for nly a mlnority
of students, they cannot discern why thergq is thls dis-

) . crepancy in the studerts’ experlences Thiey seem’ to

, assume that since the seven studénts are npt dlssatlsflqg

they need not be 1nvolved in.a dec151on re arding this
" issue.

. .
{
R . - ‘ ‘
. , 2. Transfer to Lecture
. The s'econd most frequehb decisiol _is'to "recom--
‘mend that the three dissatisfied students. §ransfer to a
lecture sect;on Twenty elght pErGent (428%) of the - *

b ]

21% (#6%) make- this judgment follpwing an ini-
tlal meetlng with both groups to discuss the problem As
. : is true w1th the decifion to offer special 551stance
. (described above), faculty who’ meet,flrst with the seven
. students €nd learn that they are not .currently dissatis-
. fied (15%) (#4%) are more likely to make a decision at
. this point than faculty who meet first with |the three who
express dissatisfagtion (6%) (#2%). Once adain, faculty '
who begin solving the problem by determining| that the
three are a mlgorrty appear to have less intprest insthese
\ ' students than do those who address théﬂprobl m dlrectly
© 18% (#5%),of the faculty—recommend that the
//three’trahéfer without even talkihg with' them. By simply

'’

i P AL,

r o T o
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talking with the other seven students and learning that
they are not dissatisfied these instructors decide that
the issue is unresolvable within the group. This is‘'an
even more lextreme isolation eof the problem than previously

-

described. - . , w L,
N . —

* Compared with the faculty who decide to provide
special assistance, faculty recommending transfer collect
less information bearing on the problem. Sixty=-six per-~

. cent’ (#18%), for example, make their decision without any
information about why -either group is or is not benefik-
+ing from this educational approach. While it .can-be
argued that not. all students will benefit equally from
the same approach, it is, mevertheless,. important that

. faeulmy demonstratiﬁf willingness Yo work toward achiev-'

e

ing a meaningful e

.

rience for each student, - -

. . '
3. Normal Anxieties oL .
The next most common decision is to "reassure

the three dissatisfied students that théy. are simply
experiencing normal anxieties for first-year medical
students amnd recommend that. they stick it out." Thirteen ~
QErcenp’Y#13%) of the faculty select this approach. .
L T ’ 7

_ 50% (#6%) have only an initial méeting with &he
seven satisfied students prior to.,reaching‘this concfpsiqn.
A striKing feature of this §roup is that they make this
intuitive judgment without ever discussi the situation
with the threée dissatisfied students. The issue-here is
not whether the difficulty is normal anxiety or something
else, it is rather a question of,how faculty $hould relate
to students who express such a concern. A recognition of
and appreciation for the diffidulties some studénts may
initiall¥ experience in the small group setting is not
evident In,this response. .

N 46%.(#6%). have only an initial discussion with
the three dissatisfied students prior to making this deci-
sion. While this group at least speaks to the &tudents"
ihitially involved, they fail “to pursue and verify their
speculation that "normal anxiety" is the cause of the prob-

, "lem and that time.alone will resolve the issue.

( - The problem-presentéd in this simulatjon is .
common ahd.it cdn be expected that some students will
adjust more slowly and experience more anxieties than -
others. - The'crit;cism of those who select this route
is that they -rely almést totally'on'intuitiop and make

.

‘. N -

]
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unly a modest attempt to understand -the problem. - This
approadh is likely to communicate a‘-lack of interest,

'wbptber such is ‘the case or not. °'ILf, however, the stu- .
aents' problems are more complex, this apgroach pould ~
actually pe  hatmful. ' v L, . o
. . - & - ' ' ¢
4. Devote Class Session . ' ! .

» The next most frequent approaen "is to !

"devote a class session to digcussing the issues with the
entine group." Nine percent (#9%) &f the faculty make
thig’ ch151on. This option, and the option of modlfylnq~
the current format," is orfly available at one point in the
simulation, "after faculty have collccted some initial T

information. . ’

+

)

«
-

. Sii&e there arc no roytes which represent the
choices 'of at least #5% cf %he faculty, individual routes s A
w1lll not be presented. It ‘shoulé be noted, however, that . :
fifty-nine percent of the faculty who maké this decision

. (#5%), are theymost thordugh in collecting information
relevant to thé&problem% They pursue jhe issue in detail
with all ten stddents. They are able, therefore, to learn
not only why tRe three students -are dissatisfied but also

why the other sgven students are enjcying the initial .
weeks of the couxse. And, in paking this decision, they. .
;are recognizing that a solution to the proklem ‘cepressed .

"Ly the three students may best be arrived at Ly Jnvolv1uq
all ten students.

i
5: Modify Current rormat i
The final option available ih this simulation is
to "modify the current format to provide more didactic . T
presentations as part of the [sgall group] sescions."
Two percent (#2%) choose this optior. This chcice, like - | . ‘
‘the preceding one, however, is available enly whce, ‘late " ‘
in the simulation, when #74% of the faculty have already - i!E .
maae another dec;51on. »

. .
\ . 'Y " . L4
.

-

individual rfoutes are not presented. This group .is

Since such a smali‘g;rcent make this decision,. .
similar, however; to those who\devote a class session to

the problem in that they are guite thorougir in their
.diagnosis. Their deg@ision, though,, is-quite different.
They decide not tos volve all ten studente-in & resolu—
tion of the problem,: but rather to uygrec' to the request
. made by the three students for more ladture- type pre-~
sentations. While this decision may indicate.a,sincqre




‘s . . : \‘ . - - ' A .. '
Y desire to work with the students having difficulty, %t -
_ runs the risk of creating a new set of problems for the g
.M. otner seven stgdgnts Who are enjoying the-current format.
} - . |
Thé above review has descrlbed how faculty memberg
manage this partlcuIar educational problem, While such\ =0
..Simulations aré only an apprbximation of what might be |°* -
observed in the actual teaching process, #79% of. the I ".
faculty indicate that their responses this s1mulatlon . -
do refleet how they manage problems they. face as teachers. . -
\ Thés congruence between the problem presented in the .
.“ simulatidn and the way faculty report they teach makes it
K possible to suggest some specific implications for the
uality of teaching in the small group format *This anal-=
¥$1s will compare the optimal, research- supported route
with the most commof Youtes followed hy faculty as . ;-
described above. . '
K v ) Lo .
- T ¢ - 7
THE OPTIMAL ROUTE (see Figure §) X
L 2 Y] -
The remalnde; of this discussion will focus on a .
¢ presentation of the optlmal route through/the simulation: -
" .»~and ‘provide a rationale in support of this approach. Only
#2% follow thrs precise route. The percentages provided ,
in the analys1s below will describe the proportion of the
total faculty that ‘begin with-the recommended optlon bu
sele non-recommended options at various points ong k
way. (While #55% begin, only #4% complete the Optl N,
route) . ms

. )

!

% The decision to meet first with the three students
who have expressed their concerns is the most direct re-’
; sponse. It.not only communicates a sincere interesk ih
their preoblem, but recognizes the facultx'responsibility
" for the success of the group.:  While #55% of: the faculty
make tihi< decision, #36% of thelr colleagues meet; first

with the other seven st dents in an effort to determine' . . -
the scope of the prob _ C Y.oa
- . The recommendatlon that the students transfer is: o ;
not g constryctive response, The $3% of the faculty who . .
e make this choigde seem tO be suggesting that the three: - 2N

students are totally respons1ble for the existing situ- .

ation and that there is no way of resolV1ng these problems
N S within the, §roup. There is not enough 1nformatlon at' this -
' p01nt to ]UStlfy that dec1s16n. . .
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The second step in the recommend;d route is ‘to pursue-
, the conversation with the three student$ in nore detail.
While the initial:conversation gives an indication of' the
_pr951ems, it fails to provide any insights ‘into why these
problems have occurred. By inquiring into the Studernts'
bagkgernds\qu their expectations for the course, the
faculty membet gains some insight into ‘the problem. Thirty-
five percefit (#35%) of the faculty Make-yhis defcision, .o
while #1M% c&% se to talk with the other’/seven students
before Proceeding. The disadvantages'of not' continuing
the discussion with the three students at this point are
. that they might view this as an indication that their ,
problems are only legitimate:r if others share their cohcerns
and, also, it is less effiedient to have to schedule another
* meeting at a latey date. This contentiop is supperted by
the finding that 64% of the #14% whowdid pot continue the
immediate conversation endéd the‘problem withdut a second.
meeting. ' ) ) y
. . . . ’ - e
- .Now the instructor ‘who is following the recommended
route has some bagsic information about the three ‘'students
and some clues as' to.why they may be experiencing diffi-
culties with small group discussion. It is now appropriate
that s/he determine whether Whe other students in the class
.share this concern,! since a different course of action may
be necessary if more’}han the three students are experienc-
ing gifficultiess ) T

-

, + Ten percent (#10%) of the faculty'make this'decigicn
‘to meet with the othar sSeven students ‘at this point. Six-
teen percent (#16%) , however, end the probfgem, primarily
by &greeing to assist the three students ihdividually with -
their diffiqulties. While .this .decision c ﬁ{ainly seems
to communicate a sipcere interest in'the ‘thrde individuals
initially involved, it fails to recognize the possibility.
“-that other students might-also be experiencing difficulties
and require ‘some assistance, and that the invglyement of
all 10' studentd may be, necedsary to resolve the issues
described. . } ' ‘ )

Pl

]

-

.

The optidn of seeking adviceqﬁrom peers indicates a
willingness "to be .open about the problem, but the #8% who
¢hoose this approach .do so prematurely, withou;‘fifgt
defining the sqgopg of the proRlem. -

. ~ . . N P .
The faculty who speak. to the other sseven students

learn that they are not dissatisfied wfth the course, and
that they are aware.bf the difficult?es their classmates
are experiencing. : o ' :
\\ . . -

L
s
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It might*be assumed that the problem has been iso-
lated at this point and that future efforts should be .
directed at only .the three complalnlnq students. .This.
approach is not recommended. While  in other instructional
settings it may be:posslble\to isolate and respond to, .
individual student problems, in small group teaching each
student's participation 1s,1mportaﬁt and the only lasting
resolutlon must involve the entire group. Even 4f the’
response is .to provide individual assjstance to the®three
students, it is unllkely that this will improve the stu-
dents" abilities to. function and contr;bute W1th1n the
roups . . . <.
g Ps . ‘ , Y . S

The next step in the-recommehded approach, therefotre,
15 either to continue this initial conversation witlr the
seven students in an effort to gather some kaseline data
for comparing. and understandlng potentlal dlﬂgerences in
student satisfactiomr with the course® (chosen y #3%)w,or
to meet with colleagues for advice ory the probkem (chosen

© - by #2%). The advantages of comtinying ‘the ex1st1ng dis-
. cussion with the sevén students are that this is: more‘

eff1c1ent,than scheduling another meeting and that cém-
parative data on all, ten, students woudd provide a .stronger
background for- assessdng tﬁe advice: prov1ded by the'other

faculty. ) , . .

LS

- . , '
Now that‘th% faculty. member has collected rn%ofma—
tion from all ten 'stddents, it -is recommended that s/he

. approach other faculty who teach in.small gfoups fpr

their advice. (If thig was done as a previous ‘step, the
choice would now be to meet,with the other students td

“learn why their experience has been more positive.) Since

any” decision has the potential for both positive and nega-
tive cénsequences, the opportuntity to reflect on the
relative str&ngth and wéaknesses of -several approaches is
an important step in the problem-solving process. The ’
decision to ‘discuss this problem with peers aDso suggest’s
an openness to criticgism and a w1lllngness to learm, 'whi
are-desirable charactérlstlcs in teaching.~ Unfortuna eljb
many facdlty view seeklng a851stance %3s tantamount to ' .
admitting failure’ and avoid such a step. The finding 4
(from thkis s1mulatlom) that only #17% of faculty,seek

vice from their colleagues’ at one”of the five p01nts
where 1t is an option tends to confirm that .this is not &
readily pursued step.

The recommended dec1§1on at this p01nt would be for
the instructor, ‘to confront the entire cLass with the issues

Y

S

L
Y




and share with them his/her impressions, .based on the
infbrmation gathereq. : While this approach does not’
gud¥rantee resolutlon of the problem, it is suggested o
because it-is not possible to .accommpdate differences |,
in student backgrounds and expectations w1thout 1nvolv1ng
the entlre group. . .

o

The possibility of confronting the entire group
early in the process was not an dption in this simula-
tion, That approach certainly has merit, but would’ f
have td be-managed with considerable Sklll becguse group
confrontation could alienate some of thé students, - .
seriously damaglng prospects -for a grpup solution. It
is recommended, therefore, .that time be spent gathering
information from the two grbups independently,  prier to
any group discussion of .the problem. The recommended *
solution would be different if the course _had been in
the ‘sixth’ or seyenth week. s In that case ,4fn .immediate
and direct confrontation with” the entire group might be*

necessary. : N, .

- ~ -

»

» The decision to prov1de mOre.dldactlc materlal fglso
has- mefit. A brief presentation at the start of each
groug,se551on would both’ help fogus:discussion and allaxtw
some of the concerns of‘the unhappy students. If this
technlque is used, it, is best to have the students fre=
pare and make the presentatlons. This technlque should
be used sparlngly, however, since the.primary purpose of
smalh groyps is not to present new informatidn -but to
develop student skills in applying information ‘they al~
ready haye, and.in solving medical problems. .

f

l

- -~ g ’

The 9ffer to. assist these three-rstudents reflects

~a genuine, concern for their situation.. In this approach,
Lowever, the a551stance would address’'only the cognitive
aspects of .their education, not the underlying ‘problem
of their limited ability td’interact/ in a group learninhg
situation. It also tends to -emphasize a teacher-centered
approach to dducation where the instructor is the content.
expert. A potential value of small groups -is that stu-

. dents can alternate between tHe rolez of teacher and
stydent, as discussions.relate to their areas of compe~
tence, with the result that--they betome more actively
1nvolved and.consolidate their own thinking. - ‘-

.
'

The suggestlon that, thése students will slmply out---
grow their anxieties is unwarranted in v1ew of the -
background of, tHese students.. Further,’ this.approach‘




, . ;y("--./'.')' ’ L - B
[ o N ’/.,,»

denies that the faoult ,member’éha&es respons1b111ty for
the success ‘of the .grouprand should be prepared, particu- -
larly -ip-khe early stag% to prov1de necessary 1eadershmp -
and dlrectl n.c\81m11lg rethe rebommendatlon that.the’
student trans£dy sbow be v1eWed as"a last resort. ! While
it is true, that not evVeryone flnds theMsmall group’ format
compatlble with h1s/her needs, it should be deternined
first whether this is the:.case or whether the -group ig .

.functlonlng ‘poorly. Unstructuyred, unorganized group-

sessions.will degenerate : into meihlhgless "bull" sessions

.and ultimately fruystrate all participants. There must be__

stated objectlves and a plran for managihg eaeh session.
Students and faculty should not be deceived into’ thlnklng
that Ssimply to”“meet around & table as a group responds. to

" student learnlgg needs. If the 'group is-functioning’ well; :

and students still ‘canndt relate to ?1s approach, trans-
ferrlng to a more,tradltlonal lecture’ section might be -,
approprlate, althoug doing so they may be denied- the
possibility of devel b some skills they will need in .
the future, sqch as the‘capac1ty to express themselves -

3

cLearly dand think through proBTems systemat;cally. o "l
o . 7 .
« . W ¢ .- “ .
CONCLUSIONS - ‘ ) o - -
The previous analys1s and discussion suggeSt that: *

while small group teaching is’ a coﬁmonly used method, )
there are some fundamental issues, that heed to ‘be. addressed
to assure its effectlvepuse

\iiﬁThe Prlmarxrﬁreas of Concern . N
. . 1, Most facu ty dre not thorough in the1r'
management .of this educa ional” process ‘'Fifty-two percent
(#52%) make no attempt t& ynderstand the gauses of the
students' difficulties, and #85% do, hot collect informa-
tion on why the other students are relatively satlsfled
2. There 1s 11tt1e evidence of faculty collab-
orating with their colleagues in resolv1ng educatloﬁal'\ 4
‘problems. Eighty-three peaxcent (#83%) do not seek any-

L4

"advice or share, their problem with thelr pEers . o

3. Many faculty dp not seem to understand ‘the
drfflcultles students can have learning 'in’a smail ‘group
setting.  Twenty-eight percent - t428%) treat the problem
as. unresolvable, while another $13% act as though there .
As no proﬂiem . .

.t
ps a

-~ b,

‘..
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.

. 1. Almost half the faculty "(#48%) are. at least .
w1111ng to take the students serlously -and offer to work
with .them on their problems. While this is not the
optimal deg¢ision, it does-indicate that faculty accept
their share of respon31b111ty for the students' education.-

: 42, App#oximately one-thir exp ess \an interest
. in abtendlng a workshop on smfll grog@v chin

ently, they haveﬂ#ome self-identified neéJﬁ/t
address.
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) " # ' TOTAL POPULATION ' SECTIONS ]
- - - TOTAL
DESCRIPTEON OF OPTIONS -] Ce R Y « FF :
LI ' '
D 11 Recemmend transfer / . 5 2 .| o0 6.1.0 l<%
l\a \* . L . - b -
2 Reassure students . , 3 3, 1 470 11
- e o ) ‘ )
3 oOffer to assist students 7 3 1 6 0 17
. A
4 Arrange.for educational consule- . !
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) — < -
1 Prior experience in ) o ’ . ‘
small groups ' 2 1 | o0 3 1 2 |1 10
2 Academic background 2 1 o L3 1., 2 1 10
< R ’ . / J’ 1}
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VI. LECTURING .

A ' .
INTROD#CTION,, = @

Faculti membets in United-§tates“medical schools
report that lecturing is a commonly used teaching
method: #§6%59 use it frequently, and another #33%”use

.lit occasionally.?? Few of them haye had ‘training i

lecturing techniques. .Only #16% have taken courses|in
teaching methods (which, presumably, would inélude'
lecturing), and only #25% have attended workshops-ifi thi®’
area. 60 Thlrty seven percent (#37%) reported that they
would like to receive printed materials about lecturing
and- another #31% would like both to receive printed
materials and attend a- workshop on "this- toplc. :

t
I

KEY' FEATURES OF- THE- SIMULATION S

The three purpdsesiof the\simulation are: K
A to determlne whlch ‘sources of information fac-
ulty members use 1n eya}uating lectures,

., 4

B. to determine which of ‘a number of’ serious >
lecturing problems faculty members can identify in the

simulation, apnd . . 8 *

\h to identify the methods facuLfy members-recom—
mend s ways 'to 1mpf%ve legturing.

3

The simulatiepn also allows the col¥ect10n of 1nformat10n

- on how fagulty membeids "consult" ‘with one another,,. though

this was not a goal of® the survey.

g , . . ,
» s

59 . 1' > - »’

For a dlscu551on of the percentage symbols in this

N\

- report, see/Chapter 1, pages 3 - 10.

.

59Fl-rst~Pre liminary Report, pp. 116, 60, 67 and 70.

'

goﬁirst,Prelimiggry Repoft, pp: 57; 60, 67, 70.

61First Preliminary Report, p. 188. ; -
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Thé simulation begins as follows: - .
-~ 7 ‘ ! . )

- %

‘ . ‘ ' »

Dr Stuart Brown s a young newly appointed facuity mnmoer in' yoqr depanmem Hé is bnght .
well-trained and has knoWwiedge and experlise.n an important aréa "d tor these reasons, Has been
asked 1o aive a series of three lectures to medical stugents as part ot the mtroductory course yoyr
depagtment otfers Yoy are convergant with, the matenal Dr Brown is presenting !

Or: Brown has'come tqmyou for help with his teCtures He ha8 already given two and a numbe,'
of the.students have approached him commaumng that s bresematnons. weérg extremely duff.cult ]
allow You are impressed by*his darnestness’and his desire to unprch his teachmg and on thls
basis you agree 10 w6rk with him

He tells you that hn.s thurd tatk 1s commg up ohorlly gnd that he doesn't expect your help to be
refiected at at_that ponm Rathér ,he Bxpects®that imgoravements Rased on the recommendatidns andd
syggestions you,make wm appeé;‘wne’n he |s askqd “to lecture lrﬁhe fhtuse . TN

. R L ¢ L.
" .

' .
- - -
¢ et e .

" You begin by_(CHOOSE orﬁv o‘rg) ¢

g
JAMW Talking with Dr, Brown in detan gout hm
Iecturmgg -

. .

A2 Asking Dr Brown 11 he wOuTa mmd youe
talking ~i1th some studerts who attended
v hmléctures * c T

N
-

! LY v -
A3 Asking Dr Brows™if ygu can sit h on fiis
T+ thudiecire g C '

N
L

Ad Lookmg aver the notes irom whlch"Or
Brown lectures
14

Ya
L

The opening scene Makes 1¢ cloar that the reépon- e
dents to this. 51miﬁatlon‘ﬁaye~@n unhxndered opportunlty
thdiscover Browr’ s’ oblens. Flrét Brown himself is
iequestlng the help’ an has 'ng dBjech;ons to the- con- °
~'sultant u51ng all- four qurces of. 1n£ormatlon avallable
in the simulation: talklng thh Brown" s studenps, dis-

.. Fussing lectunlng with Brown,‘attendlng the.third lecture,
and egamlnlng Brown's lecture- notes. Second B:own is to
Jgi another lecture.soon se the: consql&ant has the v
. op;éxtunlty to observe a lectute directly.* And f1na119
Brown has a reaSonable. expectatloh about how long it
- might take for+him to improve his lectur;ng, and is
¥ willing to,let’ the consultant take as much time as
necéssary to pIOVldE the feédback he needs. .- 0
. In worklng through the 51mu1atlon, resppndents have
‘the opportunity to collect information. which- would allow
them to identify, Brown's problenms, and, '‘at the qu, to |
~.recommend ways_quwn can owercome them. ’ :

.
N A J R |

« ) ’ LU
v > .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
'




‘,puttlng the content in

- Browp ges six problems w1th his lecturlng method
. ‘In dec1d1ng &hat to cover in iy lectures,
srown fgils to .consider whHat studerts need to know.yin {
order, to* understand the corntent of Mis lectures. In -
fact, there are three concepts students must have mas=*
tered (called W, X apd Y in the simulatien), and the
students feel comfortable with only X.° Brown (who
determines lecture COVerade pretty much’ on 51s dwn)
would have known thdt the students were unprepared for
what he planned to teach if He had either ‘talked to ;2
sttudents or with faculty members who were knowledgea
aPout the curr1culum . \ [~

) . 2., Brown does not’ consider how the information he

‘~is teachipg might be used"by the students. While the,
students expect. the lectures to be cllnrcally useful (as
are,ctner lectures—1n the series), Brown'does not relate.
,what he says to either clinical appllcatlons or non-
clinical ways'tne students might use the material
covered (e.g., to understand material in other courses
they g}ll be taklng) Thexe are two probléms here, the'

.material Bxown 'is lecturij g on is notqlhtegrated into*
the medlcql currieulum, d thg students have dlfflculty
erspec 1Ve .

N T Brown has’ ma}or problems wzth questlens, both
from 'hint to the studehts and from the students to him.
ge does not ask questivns as part of his- ‘lecture (either
rhetorically or addressed to the 'students) and he asks
that his.talk -not be fnterrupted by guestlons from the
aadjence. Thus, he loses opportunities'to find out
when students are confused, to monntor their ogress,
and to enhance -the students' active, engagement in the
learn1ng process :

, 4. Brown has d1ff1cult1es, durlng the’ lecture, in
ldentlfylng and emplfasizing the main points he. wishes to
commuriicate. This -results both in students mlsslng what
Brown wishes to, stress as being important, and in making
ed%rythlng seem.equaily valuable

5. Feedback from the students 1s'not‘utlllzed
Brown misses cues he could use to know that things are

amiss and fails to solicit information
either through the use of questions or
the studerits after class.

-

111
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from the students
by talKing with
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6. Brown's defﬁve y is flat Brown could 1mprove
h1s lectures markedly by the - -use of devices (including
{ questlons and clinically’relevant prdblem examples)
. designed to attract and hold the, ‘students' attention.
" « Such technigues serve to maintain students' interest -2
fand thereby facilitate.learning) I'n what otherw&se
"‘might ,sSeem to be dull material.

. . To collect the 1nformatlon about the flaws in
Brown's lecturing, ‘a respondent should tap three sources
. of information: talk with Brown, attend the third lec-

A . ture,and talk with the gtudents.. Some ‘of the information

gained from each of these sources' is redundant, and will
Y only Yeconfirm things already-determined from other .
' sources, but some of it will be novel. It will either
be available.only from that source, ar it will cause

- informatjon from other sources to fall into place. The
’ fourth source,, {ooklng over Brown's: nétes, grov;des little
© _new.lnformatlon ahd can he  safely 1gnored
- " » - R .' “‘, ~ o ' v
v , . ) .- . Lo ' "
Ct T - . , A . . ’
4 ( MOST, COMMON ROUTES . o
Lt S ! ¢ "
- In this simulation, the partlcular order in which

¢ data are collected is of‘lesser import than the number
d varlety-of data sources used.® Thus, the number
‘of data sourCes wil]l be considered and each of the
sources of .in ormation will be described ‘along w1th the
percentages of faculty selecting them ‘

' Figure 8 for example, 1nd1cates how many gources -
of information respondgrfts use before they giye Brown <’
an dnalys1s of his teaching and suggestions for how he .
+ might improve. ~ . '

.- .
= P Y .

N\

L
- .
. B t
.

Al . ’ ——

. - 627he same assertion'holds true in the "real world;"
little can, be learned from legture notes in comparison tb
direct observation, talking wilth .the lecturer -and inter-
. viewing students. . . . . ’
 63order. will be considered, however, under the
description of the opt1mal route., . N ) ’




i .
\ .
#50 | . p ‘ . .
- ' ) i '
a0 V- .
> #3 | )
- .
S 430 e
) ® , _
Y
-0 #20 | .y . ’
£ ' 126\ .
@ _
o oE .
2 #]0 . [ ] #19 .. ’ .
s - 2 |/
#0 L . 1 ' -
\ 1 g ) 3 4

, “3 Number of Data Sources
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Whenfonly a single source of 1nformat10n is used,
it- is most often the observation of Brown's lecture;
90% (#38%) of those using only a single data source
select this option, with approximately equal portions
of respondents picking the other threef! (See Table 30). .

~

»
Better than a quarter of the popfilation (#26%) use
’ two sources of 1nformat10n .,Talking to Brown and observ-
ing the third lecture are ‘the most popular (#20% and #23%
respectively). The other two sources of data are used
f much less frequently ’
Only‘Q19% of the population use. e sources of -
information. The review of Brown's n is the source

used least frequently; with only #3% choosing thlS option.
Finally, #12% use all four sources.
Three sources (talking\with Brown,*talking with
. Brown"s students, and observing Brown's third lecture) are
necessary to discover Brown's problems, although the use
of a scurce or the number of sources used does not assiure ~
*  that a respondent will discover all of Browﬁ's six‘'problems.
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e . T
. ¢ ) . *
/ ~
> ~ o TABLEV 30:«“h |
* Population Percentages—Indicating How Often £ach
Data Source is Used by Facylty Members = ™ '
s / ‘
Number of Pereent of - Percentage of- Population
Information  Population ' Using Each Datg Source
_ Sources Used Talk with Talk'with Observe Review ,
: . { Brown Students Lecture ,Notes/
1 n 42 Lo g8 A1
’ S ~’ .
2 #26 #20 ' i #6 #23 #2
4 3 #19 #18 - -#15 . #17 ' #3
4 42 #2 e N2 #12 .
N i1 *
P Total © #100 #50 . %34 #90 #18 '
| ] . ——
. A, Obserying thé Lecture : . '

’ ¢

Of the three main sources of information, observing
the lecture is chosen most frequeMtly by faculty "(#90%), »
irrespective of -how many other sources ‘they use. All ‘
options in the sections on observing Brown offer infor-
mation which is useful in diagnosing the weaknesses in
lectures generally. In this case, though, some of the
options are essential for identifying Brown's particular
problems. For efample, the, obs®rvation that Brown's
delivery is flat could be based on the information pre-+
sented at the beginning of each section (ungerlines \
added) : 6 - : :
s Your t*s* 'mpre:ss ons of Dr @{Ql n as a lecturer a-e that he is businesshike and con= stent—

thare s ,* & :arghion 'n M3 manner as he talks in-ough the matenal he 1s covering Yo ha »the ,
fee Qg 'rai F-@rpprtachas ocius ng with the same sincenty sense of purpose and intensity that ry
oring¥to rs research 4 M

You a'se observe that ne speaks clearty and var es the oiich and tor~ ¢of his ' 2= yer e
. Similarny he -~rays behind the ped um ann moses 1rount vory ' ile .
+ During tnefgoaance o tne iecture sou would ‘ake notce ot (CHOOSE AS MANY AS ARE - -
I
. APPROPRIATE IN ANY ORDER)
s . -
1 Theway tne subject gatter of the lecture
. 1s orgamized v ) .
2 His det mitons of new *grms and exptana- '
N t.ons of cancep!s ipnnc plesy,
‘ .
. v ,
Cont'd...
-
- »
-
L]
. -
.
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AruiToxt provided by ERIC

»

Lecturing S}gulation Continued...

' 3 His respdpse to questrons from the stu-
dents and the way he handles guestions
trom them ¢

How he identihes and stresses’ main
paints in his talk . ‘

o

-
His use of interim summanethroughou?
the tecture

.

His use of formal and :pfof‘mal ‘pedback
from the students on how me iecture Is ,
- prog(essan

The students peffa%ior durning the Iec'ture
'

1

" Fis usé of examples and problems dem-
onstrating the copcepts ‘pnnc ples)“pre- % ¢
sented )

Hleusn ot hindouts audinasua' uds the *
blackboard sand demons’rations

. . : ]

-

> Confirﬁing evidence of :Brown's monotonous delivery
is available to the 90% (#81%) choostng option 3, -and
the' 93% (#84%) selecting option 4. Relatedly, #80%
learr-that he uses few examples and no problems (option
8).

‘

! \

Elghty ‘percent (#72%)-and-89% (#80%), respectnfe;/y,
select options 6. and 7 and learn that Brown is pretty
much unaware of his audlence, and that 1ncrea51ng numbers
in his audlence "give up." . ,

--

On the  positive side, 88% (#79%) choosing option 2
___learn-that Brown's definition of technical terms and
explanations of concepts séem precise and technically

correct.. He bases his definitions, however, on concepts

W, X and Y, two of which are unfamiliar to the studénts.

Thus, after the lecture is over, it is possible to
draw several conclusions: Brown's lecturing manner is
fairly dull, he makes no use of ftedback from the stu-
dents elther by noticing that they are confused and

~.. bored or by "probing" them to find out if they under-
sM stand his presentations, he does not emphasize the major
points during the lecture, no guestions are ked
either by the lecturer or members of his audience, there
are few examples, and no problems are presented to the
students. - '

.

~




-

.

4

* 0f the #90% who observe the l‘ecture,64 86% (#78%)
recognize that lecturers should generate enthusiasm -
about their subject, and 61%- (#55%) see ,this as one of.
Brown's problems He—could do much.tOWard overébmlng
his difficulties through the use of questlons, problems
and talklng with the students. Seventy-nine percent
(#71%) recognize that asking questions of students
contributes to lectureﬁquallty, 89%. (#80%) believe that

students should be“allowed to ask questions, and -88%. *

(#79%) feel it is important for the lecturer to check
‘with the students to verify that they understand complex

-material. Further, 78% (#70%), 83% (#75%), and 86% (#78%0‘

respectively, recognize that these are aspects of Brown's
problem in failing to secure feedback from students.

. . Nearly all (97%) those who observe the lecture (#88%) -
report that emphasis of important points contributes to

lecture quality, and bnly slightly fewer (86%, #78%) .see-

this as another of Brown's problems. A smaller percentage .

(75%, #68%) recognize that interim summeries in the lec-
ture serve the same purpose, and _that Brown does not use
them (73%, #66%) . .

Finally, 'respondents note Brown's lack of use of
questions, problems and examples. Eighty-three percent
(#75%) feel that presenting problems to6 students contri-
butes to lecture quality, and 80% (#72%) notice that
Browrn does not use ,them. Eighty-nine percent (#80%) -+
assert that examples contribute to lecture quality, and
85% (#77%) report that clinical applicdtions tincluding
clinical examples) should be emphasized. Eighty-four
percent (#76%) and 85% (#77%) feel Brown has deflculty
with these two aspects of lecturlng

.

B. Talking with Brown . N
- )
The second most popular source of information is .
talking with Brown and #50% of the faculty use it. TFrom
that meeting (see below), it 'is clear that Brown has had '
no formal training as a teacher, nor any strong teachi ng
role Models to emulate. But, more important for the

difficulties at hand, it is" clear that Brown spends little"

effort deciding what to include in his lectures. For
example, -90% (#45%) learn that he identifies topics by
reviewing his own class notes (option 3), while 38% (#19%)

¥

64Regardless of what other data'sources they use.(.

-
’
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-

O Browwm de bl_r!l.t‘. 0 unger radikate and ar 1HU G ex, brercawh R prepared im well tows
resedr N .NI canl 1NGa | NGy NO INSrYchian or Lxg 1 " vn \Qu.mg He say.*e s ne 5
1actureQ Letore but he nas made prosent ahons U1 SIUL Meetin gy \pwouvsuuma conversdt o
vy 15xing (CHOOSE AS MANY AS ARE APPROPRIATE IN ANY ORDER)

toHoa e toers apout toachmag inow \mpoy NI .
l\m q/r},«uc RUNTERRISTI T IPI v
. [ i
. - 4
2 Vere tpore any etchers he particuy arly

ad Ty’ 0

.

3 H.y e o teckisd Lnowhat 1o coler v
sttt ettures
+

4 D re ik with stugents about wbhat to
coverinithe terlyres > *

4

S D@ retalk ath (olieagues Btout v =3 1o

€O 2ranine b Cturas?
.
Ay

H3.. 110 the hwnags taught relate 'o the
w:m‘edqe g 5 Lig needed Ly prict ¢
ng phys:«cians?

“/Pat should studerts gafm from the

- 'erture series (1 e how a‘li they t

+ crarqed  due 10 having att ~g.d gnd
tearrad trom the tectures)?

.
%4'5 Waere the students told what they should
an from *reectures and which pomnts
were impor*ant? . .
v

9 ‘What facts principles skills and exper-
» ences do students neeg in orger to undet
stand the teclures”?

learn he does this without finding out whether they.»
square with th students' expectations. . co

Eighty-two Rgrcgnt (#41%) discover that he does
not consider whether dents will be able to handle
the materidl he is plaming to teach, and he does :
nothing to increase; the likelihood that the students
will pick up the main points of his talks (option 8,
chosen by #42%)." - .

Of the #50% who choose this section,55 888 k#44%)
recognize that adapting the lecture to the students'
backgrounds is important for lecture quality. . Seventy

_.percent (#35%) see this as one of,Brown's problems.

4

-~

]

65Regardless of which other sources of  inférmation
they use. - . ) -
R -
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Furthex, 79% (#40%) recognize Brown's failure to consider
how his students will use the mAterial-he is covering

and 87% (#44%) berieve this is important to lecture : ’
quality. . . . ¢ ’
. - - ' - . x
T hd ‘ . . o .
C. Talﬁlng to Students , .
S e R * . .¢
- . . . . 3 ‘ » [} «
Thé thdird essential source ,of information’ i$ talking
. with the students and. # %.tap ﬁhls-source (see below) .
L. N -
d Tn» students savthey had no ad\’mca m!ovmahon o Dr Brown but QuiCkly conuud:d-h« \
A terrr They had expepted him to present infornation they coutd rccord in therr po?(s and
looks ¢ farwird to his using handouts (whméw*ld make nots takina simplery They atco tell yeu
’ . * n:m troy oped the information presented ul ¢ uge tul 1o tnem climcady  sice this hat Leen
tocese tyother fecturers in this COUrsE I purswing the conversation vou wguld ask (CHOOSE ) .
AS MANY AS ARE APPROPRIATE IN ANY ORDER) -
1 Ho much sludnnls atready know in'® - . . - ¢
' are + refated to those addresse 110 Dy ‘ < Teoe ] ,
bBro' ns tectures 4 L
. s N R
’ 2 Whosor there s a ranac of knowledae . - H
and: xpenence in the class (1e  ahetner N . . '.'
~ stur nts vary markedly in their back-
Qrougs) *
. 3 Vet oor Brovns ej(p!athnS of con , ) )
cept, ipnngiple ) ate hke .
B - 3
- - N s
4 Ho. 3¢ Bro'n detnes techifical b rms ' .
(S - N
5  Wresnnr Dr Brownre 1Cﬂﬂ'ly SUMNANZeS
»  imoo tant points ¢ -
- H -
\» . ’ .
6 The .ay Dr Brown handies questions * \ '
. . - . i . .
+ - . - ' ) + *
¢ . - ~
. -
/,." T Hov Dr Brown distinguishes oetween
mar.* and munor poipts 0 h's taik
t .
. 8 Ho.D Broan uses examples to illus-  * N -
. Trate Loints he s making " ’; -
- 9 Wha' 21 Brown s manner is ke’ . 4 - i 2 . . -
. N <.y -
® 10 His ute of handouts andio-visual aids . T . . } ‘.
and *~» blackboards . 4
- g
»
"Brown has 1dent1f1ed three concepts, W, X and Y,
as centr to understanding his lectures. Respondents

(80%, #28%), or optlon 2, (76%, #26%), ‘. = .
learn that students generally are weak on concepts W and )
They will not be able to understand the materlal ‘ :

is presentlng S v

Brow i ‘&

v

. Those faculty members, (iﬁ% $#24%) , who select

option 6 learn that Brown requd!ts that the s%udents -
not ask questions durlng,the lecture. ‘Those who choose
. MR . Co . ",

- N .




. * P ‘
option 8,. (71%, #24%) learn that he seldom asks questions
of his own, and that he uses few examples, none related
to cllnlcal medicine.

/

¥

Respondents chooslng other options in thls\sectlon
collect information verifying-observations made on the
basis of attehdlnngrown S lecture or talking with Brown. «

While only ‘#34% of .the faculty talk w1t§ the stu-
dents, 88% of those who do. (#30%) recognize that adapting
lecture material to the students' backgrounds is important
‘and 79% (#24%) understan& that Brown ha$ not done this.
Eightyrnine percent (#30%) feel that Brown should provlde
students with" the opportunlty to. dsk questions and 89%
(#30%) believe that giving students a chance to ask

- questlons improves lecture quality.

All three essential sources (meet with Brown, talk
with his students, and observe his lecture) were used by

#22%, thou larger percentages used pairs of sburces,
as shown i Table 31.

<

TABLE 34

e

Percentages of ,the Population Choosing Each
Pair of Data SOurces

~

a ’Pa1r Exam1ned ‘ N - Pogy{é;ion Pencentage

, TaTk with Brown/Ta]k with Studentir : #25
Talk with Brown/Observe Lecture, #42
_~Talk with Students/Observe Lecture . #29

-

After faculty members finish diagnosing Brown's .
probdems,. they are asked to make recommendations on how
he might improve,his lectures. The percentages choosing
each optlon are shown in Table 32.

,




. TMLE 32

Percent of the Population Recommending )
Each Method of Improvement S *

Method of Improvement ! Percent of the Population

R1. Read about lecturing te hniques in
- _some public speaking and education
" texts, and in education journals.

. Read about lecturing in medical
education journal articles.

. Talk with competent lecturers at\\
the medical school about How they
lecture.

. s

. Talk with students about what they

look for in a lecture. \

.'Segk assistance from an educational
specialist about how to improve his
lecturing. . ' #53

. Observe people recognized as being
good lecturers and then try some of
their” techniques. 493

. Go over'fhe lecture notes more
. thoroughﬂy in order to be betteq

prepared. « #34

14
8. Work with you (you will observe him .
and give him feedback) on his lecturing: ¥74 7
. Arrange to give some additional lectures
in order to gain experience. , $71

. Arrange to have'his‘]éct?kes.videotaped
so he can review his own performance. # 88




- ! ’ .. " ’ Q’ ‘
OPTIMAL ROUTE (See Figure 9)

As previousSly stated, the particular order in which
data are cpllect®d in this simulation is of lesi impor-
tance than 'tne number’ and variety of data' sou s. 6

To colleq£ enough data to diadhose Brown's problems’
accurately it is necessary to observe the. lecture, talk
‘to Byown, and talk to the students. Twenty-two percent
- (#22%) used all three sources. ’

After respoﬁgénﬁs have finished collecting informa-
. tion, the next 'step is the identification of Brown'$
co- problems (section T). Twenty potential problems are °
listed in this section, and respondents are asked to _
. indicate whether each is important to.lecture quality,
and whether each applies to Brown. The options pertain-
ing to Brown'are displayed in Table 33.

+ There is,.considerable agreemeﬁf*among faculty mem~
bers concerning the eleven options corresponding to J
Brown's' six’ problems. The least agreemient, 83% (#18%),"
concerns using interim summaries (option T17) as a
necessary attribute of lectures, and letting students
know what the lectures will cover (option T3, 76% ($17%).
) Nevertheless, both of these values are high, and support
- the conclusions that faculty using®the threeressential
. sources are ayare of sthe attributes of good lecturing
. . as they.apply to Brown, and are able to identify the/
* °  problems Brown is havgng. .
A

.

\ .
- * The next step, then, is recommendirng to Brown how
to improve his lecture technique. Almost all of these
é " faculty members (97%, #21%) suggest that Brown observe

some. good legturers. This suggestion may reflect the
way most of the population learned to teach; #90% report.
that watching ogher teachers contributed to the way they
currently teaChssg -Eighty-seven percent (#87%) suggest
that Brown also talk with competent lecturers..

« B »
,
»

' : B
66A cohsequence of this situation is that the "opti- .
mal route" is not a single route and cannot be represgnted -
in a separate figure.'’ '

v
-

“ 67First Preliminary Report, p. 99.

J [

// . 7 121 .,
1260 %
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Brown's Lecturing Problems and Percen

#' TABLE 33

Who Recognize Them
-~

ggées of Respondents

Brown's Pg)blem

A
‘

Section T Options
~

4

Percentage Indicating
That the Option 1s *
Important.to Lecturing,

Applies to
Brown

-

1. Failed to cpnsider what
students neéded to know 1n
order to understand the
lectures. .

2. Farled,to consider how
the 1nfqrmat10n presented
might ‘be’ used by students.

3 Failed to use questions.

P
>

4. Inadequate 1dentif1-
cation And emphasis of
smain points,in the lec-

ture.
[}

5 Failure to utilize
student feedback.

-

6. Flat delivery.

' 4
T1..Lecture content should .

be adapted to student back-
grounds.

T18. Whenever feasible, the
clinical application of the
material, should be empha-
s1zed. . v

93 (#20)
% -

& -
T7. becturer should engage 86 (#19)
the students through the -« .

use of questions.

T13. Opportunity should be
provided during the”lecture
for student gquestions.

90 (#20)

)
T3 Students should be pro-
vided with an understandin
of what the lecture(s) will '
cover.’ ; .

73 (420)

L4
75, the lecturer should
emphasize the most wmportant
points 1n the lecture.

T17. Sumnaries-should be
1ntersperéed throughout the
Jecture.}

83 (#18)

i

T16 Lecturédr should cheék
with students to assure that

" complex material 1s being

understood.
\

(also see T7 and T13)

T8. Students should be chal.

lenged by problems dealjng
with the subject matter.

86 (;19)

T10. Lécturer should generate 91 (#20)

enthusiasm about his/her subject. .
A

T12. General poihts should be

94’(#21)
illustrated-with specific examples.

93 [#20) _

99 (#22),

.

79 (17)

(M18)

(19)

(#207

/’///"‘ (also see T7 and T13) -~
— . .

) : \
6BTnese statistics apply only to the #22% who collect data by observiﬁg Brown, talking with him, and *
talking with his students.

N
.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“"Ninety percent’ (#20%) recommend that Brown talk with
tudents .about what they look for_in a lecture. This
) ggestion‘also.pgobably reflegts‘tﬁé experience . of the
“faculty generally; #97% report that students have contri-
buted to the way they curri§21y teach,®? #83% seek

‘a stante at:least occasionAlly from current. students,
and %¥73% from former ones-™" Finally, 89%.(#20%) recom-
mend that :-Browm have his leptures videotaped so.he can
review~his own }erformange‘sg Thi¢ is a rather high
percentage, ' considering, that only #42% report having .
» had experience with videotape as a teaching tool.

! C. .. 7 T e '

Some potential sourcés of improvement are recommended
less frequently. ' Reading about lecturing or publie
speaking in Jeheral and medical education literature is
suggested by only 58% (#13%). This is a small percentage
considering that. #88% report that educational. literature
has .contributed:- to their teaghing, and #73% state that
they seek assistance, at - st occasionally, in "the
literature." -Perhaps. faculty consider "the literature"
to be gources of information on content, such as they.
would find in‘the New Ehgland Journal of Medicine, which
J}SZ% report that they read. 72 .

" . Fifty-eight percent (#13%] suggest ‘that an educa-
tional consultant should-be contacted to help Brown
- improve his lecturing. Only #26% of the faculty, how--
; ever, report that they themselves use such a source.
~ . -

'Most of the faculty members who pursue the optimal
route *(80%, #18%), volunteer to work with Brown to
improve his lectures. This is not a su¥prising findiﬁg,,

*, considering that #93% report they turn’to other membe
of their departments, at least occasignally, for help.73

\
" 1
" - *

P

69rirst Preliminary Report, p. 99. - //r~\

701pid., p. 137. - '

7l1pid., p. 125.

+ 7%pi4., p. 83. _7 -~ :

b N
731bid., p. 136.

[l ‘ M 123 .




'Better than two thirds, 68% (#15%) also suggest that

ence. ' Going over the lecture tes was the one suggestion

' . . A . e /

Brown should give some addltxaizl lectures to gdin experi-

made infrq‘uently, only-33% (#/%) believe Brown's lectures
would be markedly improved on the basis of thls activity.

As mentioned ‘earlier, the iecture s¥mulation alSQ
provides data on how faculty members corisult with one
another, and analyzing the order 1n which various inforx-
mation sources are used, the percent of the population
using the.recommended order can be estlmated In good

" consultative practice, this order would requlre the first

activity to be talking to the. client to become acquainted,
t6 reassure him of the good intentions of the-consultant,
and to familiarize him with the Jjature of the 1nformatlon
sought. Analysis of data from the .simulation shows that
few faculty choose the kgioper" route: only #1.7% talk”
to Brown before using other information souxces. Their
diagnoses and recommendations, however, do not differ
markedly from those of other faculty WH®e use these sources
in a different order. .(See Tables 34 and 35.)

CONCLUSIONS

'Baded on the results descrlbed in the precedlng
pages, a number ‘of conclusions can- be drawn about the
way faculty members view lecturlng Note, though, that
these conclusions are based on somewhat indirect evidence,
as the respondents were acting as "consultants," not as
lecturers, per se. .

-

A. Primarx,Areas of Concern -

1. Large portions of tire faculty miss valuabple
sources of information bearing on the succesS of lectdhres.
For example, oply about a tblra consider the audience r
the «lecture. ¢ )

2. Potential sources of 1nformatlon on lecturdng
(e.g., educational literature, educational specialists)
are not yalued by faculty in this situation.

- 3. Only about one thlrd of the faculty members
include the assembly of student-vieus when trying to
understand an instructiodnal problem.
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. ) < ° , TABLE 34 . \ . .
Brown's Lecturing Problems a@hngrsgﬂtages of Respondents (#1.7%) Who Rfcognize Them’4
* ‘_ M 3 .
: ) Perggntage Indicating that , o AR
. thé Option 1s Important to o ’
8Pown's Problem Section T Ogtions rLecturing Applies to Brown
1. Failed to consider  T1. Lecture content ° o8l ' 778
- whakgstudents needéd should be adapted to ,
to know i1n order to student backgrounds. .
understand the lec- ,
tures *
2 Failed to consider T18. Whenever feasible, 80 67 .
how_the information  the clinmical application .
presented might be. of the material should be
used by students. emphasized,
oy - . )
3. Farled to use ques- J7. fecturer should en- 91 P 91
tions gage the students through
the use of questions. .
T13. Opportunity should be 100 . * 100
' provided during the lecture .
for student questions, By
4. Inadequate 1dent1- T6 The lecturer should 100 . 100
fication and emphasis emphasize the most impor- - 4
of main points In the tant points In the lecture.
lecture ! e’
, R ; o .
T17. Summaries should be ’ .
interspersed throughout- - L
the lecture. : .
T3. Students should be 100 d 89 ¢
e provided with an under-
standing of what the lec-
ture(s) will cover. *
5 Failure to utilize | T16. Lecturer should check 91 ' 91
student feedback. * with students to assure Lt ‘
thit complex material is fe 7 .
being understood.
(also see T7 and T13.} . . -
6. Flat delivery. T10. Lecturer:should ‘) 100 100 !
generate enthusiasm about 0 . M
his/her subject. ’
' . . . .
T8. Students should be 92 77
challenged by problems
.dealing with the subject ’
| matter.
- LY .
T12. General points should 94 91 '
.\ be illustrated with specific * 0
examples. .
>
(also see T7 and T13.) '

74These statistics apply eply to the #1.7% who selected the three essentlal sources in the proper order.

.
i
- . *
+

-

-

T. =125~ _—

1

~

o/ .

N
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P « TABLE 35 .
. 1 )
-Recommendations for Improvement by the #1.7% Choosing *
. " the Three Essential Sources in the Proper Order
. et . :
' ,J . Percentage of Those
n; Percentage of Selecting the Optimal
Recommendation B Pbpulation Route
R1. Read about lecturing techniques ~#1 62 ; '
Jn some public speaking and educa- / |
tion texts, and in education ‘
Journals. ’
R2. Read about lecturing 1n*medical #1 58 .
education Journal art
R3. Talk with competent lecturers #1 74
at the medical school about how ‘ t /
they lecture. .
< < r o .
R4. Talk with students about what (.# 1 ’ 73
they look for in a lecture. )
R5. Seek assistance from an educa- #1 46 N
tional specialist about how to
. 1mprove his lecturing. . ., ’
R6. Observe people recognized as. 2 : 100
+ being good 1écturers and then
try some of their techniques. . , *
R7. Go over the lecture/notes more # .3 19 '
thoroughly in order to be better . »
prepared. - - .
7 _ .
R8. Work with you (you will observe £ - 79’ .
. nim and give him feedback) on N '
his lecturing. .
L 4
R9. Arrange to give some additional . #1 . 63 .
lecturess in order*to gaig ex-
perience. . .
R10. Arrange to~have h1s lectures # 2 . 96 .
videotaped so he can review his ‘
own performance.
L 4
F ° .4
“ ' ’ -
/ _
14 -
, 4
N ‘u 1
. 1
I\' M -~
. . . -
»  -126- oo
131> ,
[V
— /' . e,
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5

B. Encoupaging Findings -« *

1. Faculty members\gfe generally able to iden- 1
tify major problems inflecturing, at least when the task
involves selecting from a prepared list. L. e R

2. Faculty pgembers employ direct gbservatlon
in analyzinc 1ectur1ng problems. , . -~ -

3. Faculty members belleve that talking 'with ‘
students and colleagues recbgnlz<§ as good lecturers is
a valuable way to collect 1nformat10n on lecture 1mprove--
ment.

4. Faculty members seem’ generally willing to
assist their colleagues «in’ 1mprov1ng their lectures.

¢

Y

A"
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TABLE 36 R -

- ’ h ‘
- ' CONSiDERATIONS WHILE Iﬁ‘R\VIEWING PFROWN

~ o
. . R = (]
. — A
¢ SECTIONS N ,
T e ] » TOTAL
, . . M G By E
TOTAL POPULATION ____
1 Brown's at}itude qgward teaching é 19 | 10 3 40 *
2 Did he admire any tcachlters 5 ] 14 6 - 3° 28
3+ Procedures for selectigh of -, )
content ' 11 21 10 3 45
. v 2 §
. » 4 Requesting,students’input on . .
lecture content 3 9 4 4 3 19
# .
T~ 5 Requesting colleagues input on -
lecture content . 9 15 9 « 3 40 [
. ’ 6 Relationshfb between what hg
. teaches and what is required - ’ )
of physicians 9 | 18 J, 8 3 38
s ' 1
7 .wWHat students are to gain from . !
. the lectures 10 23 J 8 3 44
' . ” i
& Communicating important points .
A \ " to the students . , ) 10 21 8 3t 42
7 Determining e. *rylevel skills % }_ 4
and Knpowledge P 9 20 49 3 41
] * ) . ,
E : L |
[}
3 . ‘
. /
M -
‘ )
¢+ P .
. /s »
- [
\
. d
-~ -
. . )
128, -
" v 133 .
¢
. -:_ 4 v - .
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v R TABLE 37 :
) CON', LDFRATIONS WHILE OBSERVING BROWN
. A v .
-~ . [
! ’ SFTTONS TGTAL
TOTAL POPULATION 4 Y N F k
- P 2
1 iow he organizes the subject matter 69 9 2 82
4 - '
2 ltow he dofines terms and éxplains ’
concepts . 4 66 9B 2 79
13 tiow he handles questions 68 9 2 81
4 How he 4gtresses main poipts 72 8 2 84
) Wl ther he uses faterim summartes 58 7 2 69
n How e uses -tudents' fecdback ‘61 8 2 72
low wtudent . behave during the
lecture 67 9 2. 80
s} How he uses examples and
problems ! 69 8 . 2 80°
9  How he ascs handouts and ) - ’ » .
audiovisual alds 70 9 2 83
£
R B |
4 N /
- - *, ’ .
‘ y
. ., @
N -
» ! '. ’
4
P4 )
&
< -’ e’
, —
y '
| 129

L
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. \ TABLE 38
L4 - -
CONSIDEPE. IUNS WHILE IMTEFYIEWING BROWN'S UTUDENTS
*
3 -
‘ -
‘ SCCTIONS
14 : TO
. ' ” 3 W L c 1 ' be
TOTAL POPULATION .
. - N )
! How much 4o they know 1n areas 4
relatsd r9 the <lectures o, J 4 13 9 2 28
X ‘/';"‘,Luri:.nt\- vary u. the backyrotieds . - -
tidgy have - 4 12 |*%s 2. zg
2 Are krown's explanations under- ,
Yot angiab 1 ‘ : 6 10 8 2 26 -,
. @
A2 - .
4 Ar. Brown's defimitions of techni- . l/
il terme urdergtanddal le 4 9 7 .2 22
Woothh o Muewn UMnarizes 1mportalt |
Devee/ : “ 6 gy g 2 24
-
v How brown hardiea jues*rors ' 5 ‘10 7 2 24
v’ . ) . B N !
Tobow Rrcewr dentifies major podat 5 G 8 2 24
oo HOw Browds dten e X:l.'ng ey < 6 a 7 2 2&?
< . ’ . ¢ -
5 oanat arownt o marner 1y, Like 4 10 8- 2 ;/ 24
. . - T v ) .
10 bow bhrows uw.es Guiiovisual ar . 5 ] 6 ) 22
' L4
. . 1
rd B 'v
! +
‘ .
~ T—
' ‘
- 4
¢
o .
130
Ve




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.~ ® . AR g o
N
* i 1
. - ]
TABLE gg - P N
t N [ . ..
CONS i DERATIONS WHEN REVIEWING BROWN'S NOTES
N K
SECTIONS TOTAL
TOTAL POPULATION ‘ ‘ . H U 0 K
| thee torm of the notes : - 2 3 . 7. 3 15
’ How 1 portant points are identified 2 4 7 4 17
- L - I .
i ifow hy plans to use the aotes 2 4 7 3 16
' ~ . i )
4 dow thwe conclusion of the talk has
been prepared 1 3 & -3 . 13
. ' - ‘ U'
How tectnical terms are defined ~2 3 7 4 . 16
) . 7 .
Hot Lither quehtln‘n\' are incldded , .
-iethe notes . . ' 2 3 1 7.1.3 15
- .
p‘ ( e -~ ! :
L]
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< T
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TABLE 40 .

"ANALY 3% (vt' BRUVN'S 9TI(FNL.I'H$ AND WEAKNESSES

i

SECTION T

S
jj ™ - X < R C
~ * .- lmpoz.‘ant to Ap.plies to Does not
) lecture r. Br apply” to
"4 TOTAL POPULATION quality e Brown P o
1 Lecture content should be ;=
adapted to .student - : ) ' ., . .
backy nds. - . ) 286 61 . .23
- i , N " ”
lecture Thould be paced 1 . . .
. according to the listening | . B
{ o ad notetaking gkills of . ’
students . ’ , "
. .75 - 51 24
v - S A
»Stidents should be providgd. 4 2
with an undcrbt(n(n;, of [ "
‘ »  what the 1o ture(b) wild o
over ~ -
Lo 90 64 21
i The lesturer should larify. ) . ‘

o« that his/her responsibile - . ‘ *
fties are Himited to . S T
pn-\(mt‘fng fh't‘tr:.ltt’fidl o ’ N 6 1. 3 }1
. . . - N

5  The Jecturer should cmpha- . )
iz the most import,ml‘, . K
prtiits oib the presentatiyn - 96 » " 86 : 8
. ® ‘ . ' X ¥ > .
. : ’ ~. 2 , N /—‘/
6 Rodunduno fos, should be
P mnlitzed to perpit . . "5' -
sz—(’fiuw-v .. 1 -
Anm-.ltiun s 32 : @0 26
s \(l AT, D aR ultl -.n.,xﬁ,( the ‘
&iklll‘ thy wupl the uhe ’ . o
- ot (1t?e.sr'qu):k'. - - - 78 . 77 v‘ . 3
7 T, NS . “
doadaent,, snhuld . L
nwllenped by yroblems <y -~ "
Joalingy with the subthoot «® ? ) N

, 3

rorr,. ity shoeuld pess
w.hlwl tu tuc o L ]
fnstru tarfe o als




TOTAL POPULATION

Lecturer should generate

‘enthusiasm: about his/her
" subjgct’ .
) ’

_ Verbal presentation should
- be supplemented with
appropriage visual aids

L.
ints should be.

ith
les

Ceneral .
illustrated
. speclfic ex

413 Opportunjty should be
prnvided durlng,the N
lecfure for student o

"o .
.

P _,qq_;_ stiuns
M Lecture material should be
ore.amized for ecase- of

Lompr‘hgnalon ,\;

i Now terms <hould“be
» cau"fukl‘\; ’cflefinud

]ﬁ Led turer shogld check with i
students to alsure-that
wiplex matesial is
being wmderstoad
A P
17 \umnnrlgu should bé -
interspersed thruu;.,hout

« the Focturev‘ )

- 7

18 l'«'lu x_)‘u'r feasible, 'l'.Iu.
']hll(_ll .lppllc.ulun ‘of

e mdterial should be.

¥

\er ph!!s;zod‘ ',' ¢ N
% s =~
apd dvt&ll d-

19 ~templex, tssues

‘ Lists should b‘.
déstributéae as handouts

'

- .

20 . conflicting data should
. be avotded “to redw 2

Co fxa i on.
-

R A 1 7ext Provided by ERIC
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-TABLE 41 * -
RECOMMENOAT IONS
'TOTAL. POPULATION i SECTION R
I Read about lecturing teghniques |[A Probably should 51
tn some public ypeakingsand B Probably. should not 40
edvcation texts, and in - - ]
educatlon jurnals v
bd Read about lecturing in medical A, Probably'should 53
educatidn journal articles B Probably should not 38
- ’ ’ ' . e
3 Talk with competent lec¢turers A Probably should 77  d
* at the medical school about LB Probably should not 17
. how they lecture .
4 Talk with students about what A shouf 79
they look for in_a lecture B should not - 16
>, Seek assistance_from an " A shoul 54
educational specialist about B should not 36
how to improve his lecturing :
16 ®bserve people recognized as A Probably should 93’
) being good lecturers and then |B Probably should not k|
try some -of t‘rir techniques :
/ Go over the leqture notes more A Probably-should . 32
thorpughlf in order to be B Probably should not 57
~ better pfepared . .
B Work with you (you will serve ‘A * Probably should 74
him and give him feedback) on |B Probably should not. 19
his lecturing . s
. “ >
9 Arrange"®give some additional JA I"robfoly should ~ 67
lectuzes in order to. gain B Probably should not o 24
é exper%ence N
10 Arrange to have his lectures Probably should 85
videotaped .so he, can review Probably should not Al
his ‘own performance
4 &" ——
- LN , - ’ i
- .
v ‘. - "
’ . N ‘
’ . ’
N P 134
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4 TABLE 42

~

- Standard Errors for the “Lecturing” Simulation

[ Y C e
OPTION  STANDARD ERROR OPTION  STANDARD .ERROR OPTIGN  STANDARD ERROR OPTION, STANDARD ERROR
S . ¥
Al . 1 f 2 Tzt 1
}z : 1 %2 2+ T13A 1
3 2 R3B - 2 T138 2
A4 1 R4A , 2 T13C 1+
B1 ] R4B 1 T14A 1
B2 . 1 RSA 2 7148 2
B3 1 RSB 2 Tiac 2
B4 1 R6A 1 TISA . 1
BS 1 R6B 1 T158 "2
B6 1 R7A 2 T15¢C 2
B7 1 R7B 2 , T16A 1
B8 N 1 R8A . 2 T168 . e
B9” 1 ~R8B 2 T16C 1
€ 1 R9A 2 T174 z .
c2 1 R9B 2 *T178° s
€3 1 R10A 2 T17¢C 1
c4 1 R10B , 2 =~ TI8A 1-
c4 1 | * , T188B 2 .
o3 1 sg - T18C 1.
€6 1 S o -» 2
€7 . 1 54 1 . © TH9B 2,
c8 1 - 1 . T19¢C s 7
€9 1 S6 1 T20A°* 2
1o 1 &7 1 T208 2"
o, 1 58~ - 1 T20C. 2 .
02 1., S9 1 vl 10
D3 1 -TIA 21 . u2 S0
D4 1 . TIB 2 u3 1 .
05 .20 +TIC 20 U4 B
El * 1 .37 2, ys 1
£2 1 p=1 .2 us 1+ -
E3 1 Tec - Y W1 2 -
E4 1 TIA . 1 W2 1
£S 1 138 2 W3 1
E6 1 T & 2 w4 1
Eg LV ) ng o [ W5 1
E 1 T o W6 1
£9 1 T4C "‘""{'\ W7 - 1
F1 1 TSA W8 1
¢« F2 1 758 - {\( WO, -1
F3 1 T8¢, 1 fewio 1
F4 ‘ 1 T6A 2., ., - . 2
F5 1 T6B, 1 X2 2
F6 \ 1 T6C 2\ X3 1 .
F7 1 T7A 2 X4 1
F8 - 1 T78B 2 X5 2
F9 1 q7C q 1 N 2
6 2 T84 2 - \L 2
62 2 T88 2 Y3 .2
63 ¢ 2 T8C 1 T 4
G4 1 T9A 2 Y5 2 .
65 2 p I98 - 2 . Y6 . 2
G6 2 T10A 1 Y7z o~ 2
67 i 2 T108 2 Y8 2,
68 ,& 2 T10C 1. Y9 2
69 2 TIA 1 e (
Hl o 0 His 1 , .
CH2 . 1- TIC 1 . .
H3 ’ 0 T12A ‘1
H4 0 T128 2 it
, . : \ 2 ,
< " - ‘. iE
4 R v - -
_135-
.\ 1 . o 3
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‘ \ VII. COURSE SEGMENT DESIGN : : .
INTRODUCTION, | ‘<" - ' -
// - " 3 . - * . 3 ] ]
v " The des}gn of a’course is an edurational responsili-

lity that #22%75 of medical faculty $eel they should be,
able to manage. Only #12%, however,’ﬁave ever taken a.
forfal course in instructional design and only #25% have

" ever attended a workshop on this topic. Of that group -
92% consider these experiences valuakle. It may be rea- -
sonable to expect, therefore, that the approaches used by r
faculty are more reflective of traditional practices or
of their intuitive judgments about 1nstrucgloral ‘design
thar specific educatignal or1nc1ples learnec in a fcrmal
manner.

in thig simulation the respondent is assigqiied the
role of a faculty member responsikle for the GEblgn of
a segment of a.larger course. Apparently, this is
a common responsikility. Seventy-two Jpercent ($72%)
indicate they would find themselves in a gituatiorn like
the one 'described, and #87% regard the sjimulation as
realistic. Eighty-two percent (#82%) ’say that their
management of thls s.mulation's problem reflects the way
they actually manage problems in their teaching.®

. ™
KEY FEATURES OF THE SINULATION S .

e ™

This’ simulation was designed to explore:

A. the approaches faculty members use in designing
a segment of 'instruction (h&w they decide what to teach,
the instructional methods tHey use},

L

8. thre extent to which faculty bgse the imstryctien . )

they design on. explicitly fcrmulated goals, and o
’ ) - * - 4 .
o ’ C. the approackhes faculty use 'in -evaluafhrg the -
- : instructiqdvrovided. (the evaluation of students, the - . -
’ course, 42d their own performance). .
. . x . » N 3 k4 o % . . (‘l
" ¢ f « . { . .
, . - “ B . - “~
) . ) b 'ﬁ ‘ :; N ';i‘ e - . ) 4 N ¢ N
& " . .
1$For a dlscuss1on of the percentage symbols in this - .
//k) Jrepprt see Chapter 1, pages 9 - 10. -, .
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The simu}ation begins ai'fofiowsz

. J - -
. »
Your department chairman has asked you to assume responsibiiity for a 9-heur seament of
instruction dealmg with your spemalnty as part of tne introductory course your gepa‘tment offers

You are to plan the use of this time however you see fit You begin workmg by (CHOOSE ONLY
ONE). -

-

taught

. ¢

A1 Identifyhg what subject matter should be : ~ I?/ ’

A2 Considering the instructional options
available (e g, lecture dnscussn‘o‘n) - )

A3, Determining ‘er and hew to evalu-
ate the students anc’or the instruction

A4 Learmiig how others n the départment
are handiing tneir sehments of the course

A5 Finding out in more cetail what your de- * 3
partment chairman expects of you

-~ )

N . The folldwing is the situation that faces the respon-
’ dent: ) \ ~

1l.)'This is an ihtroductory course, whlch suggests
. L that studemt backgrounds areé likely to vary.

2. The 9-hour segmeht is part of a larger course, so
“ . the instructional goals 'should relate to the broader
goals of the full course.

v
~.

THE MOST COMMON ROUTES (See Figure llz,

-

| The opening sdbnéagresents a EESk which is relatively
Wnspecified. This plades a demand on the respondents. to .
consider both the kinds of information they regard as
relevant to designing a course and the sequence (route)
o "in which they believe the décisions toncerning this infor-
mathn should be made. P
/ 8 .
*A. Sources*of Information ' -
T -t
The decisions on whaQ to teach relate directly to
what the students are expected to learn. sThe critical
issue is deciding whose input will be *included. The
¢ respondentg to ®his simulation are given the oppou;ﬁunlty
.o to ccnsult with students, colleagues, and practicing phy=-
- .8icians, in addiwkon to using their own expertise as a
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- basis fo; de&idi@g-hhat should be: taught (Table 43).

Most faculty (#87%) include their own judgements in
making t content decision. While this is a natural and
appropriate choice, faculty designers &f introductory
courses need to be careful not to overestimate the readi-
ness of students for detailed information in their own
specialty area. One way to help asstre a reasonable
balance is to secure the views of others, outside @ne's
discipline. .

N :

The decision to ask colleagues about what students
need to know is made by #62% of the respondents. This is
armtimportant. decision, since it focuses on the learning
objectives and not simply on the teaching techniques.
Sixty-seven percent (#69%) also ask their colleagues what
they are planning to teach so they can co-®rdinate the
varifous presentations. This consideration is critical
because it asgists ®She faculty in avoiding undesirable
redundancies dnd omissions. : '

. ]

Forty percent "(#40%) include a meeting with prac-
ticing physicians. This is an®*impressive response (espe-
.cially for an introductory course); it suggests that many
faculty realize the value of relating what they teach to
what students need to know for medical practice.

The other source of information .is students. Wwhile
#53% ask past students what would be useful, only #26%
discuss the course with the present class. . Perhaps the
reluctance to discuss the course with the }atter group
reflects the attitude that students come to an instruc-
tional experience with no background in the area and have
nothing to contribute. This ignores the nged to deter-
* mine the student's entry level skills and knowledge, and

their expectations for the course.

NeQZT\faculty are asked to describe what will be
taught. Fifty-seven percent (#55%) produce a_ topic out-
line, while 36% (#34%) include both a topical outline and
a set of behavioral objectives. The remaining 8% & 7%)
write either a brief narrative or\a set of tehavioral"
objectives. Therefore, over half the faculty prepare a
proposal describing what will be taught (topic outlines),
but neglect describing how _students will show that they

have learned the mat&rial at a particular level of COmpe-'

tency (objectjves). .
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. . TABLE 43 ,

*  SOURCES OF INFURMATION ON WH}T COURSE CONTENT SHOULD BE

SECTIONS -

TOTAL POPULATION, Iﬁ
— ~ , TOTAL
. DESCRIPTION OF OPTIONS P 2 BB
i Talk to students enrolled in )
the course ) . 26 0 1 27
B o
7' Talk|to students who took the ‘\; e
course 53 0 1 54
A -
3+ Talk to colleagues about what
they feel needs tq be taught, 62 0 1 63
4 TalR\to colleagues about what '
they will teach 67 1 2 70
5J
! - "
Y Review what you believe should . . .
be covered ' 87 0 1 88
b Talk t% practicing physicians 40 0 1 41
-/ ) .
!
_ f
[ ~ -
v * .
* ¢ ]
\ g
’ > M
I ' -
3, 142 . Y .
. 1. r- \
- /A") [ ,
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‘The ninety-six percent (#96%) who gin this route
are next asked to choose among examinjyrffg the instruc-
tional options available (e.g., lecture, discugsion),
preparing an evaluation plan, or submitting their present
work as a’ final proposal. Seventy-seven percent (#74%)
examine the teaching techniques available, 10% (#9%) begin
an evaluation plan, and 13% (#12%) end the problem at this
point. The choice between the first two options can be
debated. The decision to exclude these 1mportant issues
entlrely in the Lnstg/ctlonal process, however, is unwar-

ranted. Instructional and evaluation plans must be w "
formulated before this task can be considered successfully
managed. ] -

B. Instructional Conside;ations v

As stated, 77% (#74%) decide at this point to examine
the-instructional options available. Eleven percent .
(#10%) do so after complé&ting. their evaluation plan. For
the purpose of this analysis,, these groups will be com-
bined. Whether 'insttuctional methods or ewaluation should

.be decided first will be rev1ewed with the discussion of °
the optlmal route. Yhe findings presented below reflect
which-issues faculty con51der relevant to the design of
instruction (Table 44).

Ninety-one percent (#76%) inquire about the physical
facilities available, 77% (#65%) determine the availabi-
lity of other faculty for assisting in“the course, and
58% (#49%) check the possibilities for produc1ng self-
lnstructlonal materlals .

Slxty seven percent (#56%) talk to their colleagues
to determine what teaching format their colleagues prefer,
X but only 35% (#29%) consider how the students view the
. various teaching approaches.
0 ﬁ . ¥ -~
- The first three 1ssues relate to the resources ava11~%'
able in support of the course and the.reasons for -
examining these are clear. The rationale for the last
two is more subtle, but they do relate directly.to .
) increasing the quality of the instructional process.
- L) " Again, most faculty do not consider students relevant
sources of information regarding. aspects oﬁ :
cation.
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TABLE * 44

i “‘llIlL“,jllll,

!
Ny

—~— INST XLCT {ONAL CONSIDERATIONS -
h .
5 '
TCTAL POPULATION SECTIONS
“SCRIPTION OF OPTINNS AL
DES c 1 v cc FF % .
» * »
i Letermine physicial facilities 7 0 67 3 77
<. Determine how many colleagues )
P will be available to assist
: you . 6 0 57 3 66 .
4& Oetermlne students expectations 4’ 0 24 1 29
@? Ditermine teaching style
ny *olleagues prefer 6 0 47 3 56
N2 - » ‘
ik Check fac111t1es for producing -
antrucilonal materials v \ 5 - 0 43 1 49
I’z
' ‘ 3
4} . 7~
>~
‘ »
. = t
~
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C. Instructional Approach r T

The‘ﬁext step in the 1nstructlona1 design process is

to detérmine what'will be emphasized in the course and

how the 9 hours of instruction will be used. Sevénty-

seven percent (#74%) make this decision directly after

determining the availability of administrative and faculty
/ resources. Another 8% (#7%), hdéwever, adéress this 1ssue
only aft¥r developing their evaluation plan and deter~<a
mining the -availability of faculty and physicat resources.
Since all respondents are provided the same options at .
this point, the findings for these two groups are combined
below.

33% (#32%) "Offer 3 hours of lecture to cover facts
and concepts and 6 hours of discussion to consider appli-
cations of the concepts and provide experience in using
them to solve problems. fYorksheets will be used as neces-

/ﬁi‘; " (W2) . .

20% (#19%) "Schedule 6 hours of lecture to cover con-
cepts anti applications with handduts as necessary.

Reserve 3 hours fox tutoring students having problems or
interested in doin§ further work." (W3)- ¢

20% (#19) "Produce self-instructional materials to
present concepts and facts (these will be used outside of -
class by the students). The 9 instructional hours will .

JAbe spent in small grQup dlscusﬁﬁns of the concepts and
their use in solving problems. orksheets will be ed
as necessary." (W4) i ;

9% (#8%) "Schedule 3 hours of lecture covering the*
material to be taught and 6 hours of discussion to answer
students' questions and con51der their problems. Hand-
outs will be used as appropriate." (Wl)

with citations covering the concepts and ‘facts to be
learned. Use the 9 hours of instructional time for s
group discussions of difficulties the students have in
understanding theé readlngs and for solving problems u51ng
the concepts and facts presented."” (W5) :

5% (#4%) "Distribute reading Jists tc the students
AW

. It should be noted that faculty d1ffe*Fc0n51derably
¢ on“the issue of how much time should be spent in didactic
presentataons rather than in applying the e-ncepts. '

While there is certainly no formula for an optimal
-balance, there is some evidence thai’class tfme~is best

~
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spent solv1ng problems, using informatlon that was -
learned outside of class.

At this point, the ‘respondent is asked to choose
between submitting the final proposal or developlng an
evalibtlon plan Seventeen percent ($#16%) decide to ter-
minate the problem When this #16% is added to the #12%
who ended the prleem after only determining what will be
taught, we have #28% who include no evaluatlon plan in
their instryetional design. ‘ e

D. Evaluation Plan

The task outlined in the opening scene gives the
respondent very little direction on how to design his/her
segrment of the course. There is.no specification, for
instance, that a plamn for evaluatlng instruction should
be included. If the focus is on what the student is to
learn, however, it. is necessary to determine the extent -
to which the goals of instruction have been accomplighed.
'Only #72% include an evaluation plan. The findings
" -regorted below are for this subgroup. ‘

Forty-six percent of this group (#33%) include a
pretest to determine the students' readiness for the
instruction. While some may argue that this step is not
necessary in an introductory course, it must be noted that
the goal of de51gn1ng a course relevant to what ‘students
need to learn can best be acdbmpllshed if it.is known

where the students -are when they begin instruction. There .

is no basis for assuming that beginning medical students
‘a1l have no backgrbund in the subject of the course.

Sixty-two percent (#45%) recommend that questions
relevant to their segment be included in ‘a common exami-
nation of the total coutse, 43% (#31%) decide to conduct
their own evaluation: of the 9-hour segment, and 19% (#14%)
include a brief quiz following each day's presentatlon.
Thirty-seven percent (#37%) include/ no posttest in their
plans cdespite the two available options to do so.

Sixty-eight percent (#49%) ask thg students to eval-
vate the 9-hour segment of teaching, but only 25% (#18%)
collect feedback from the stUdents on ac day's presen-
tation. . , o ~

Forty- nine- percent (#35%) ask faculty ¢olleagues ‘to
critique their teaching,—while only 24% (#17%) believe
-any self-evaluation activities should ke 1ncluded in the

Vs
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evaluatign pracess. Forty perceflt (#40%)

they would not irnclude any evaluation of

¥

L

ndlcate thét
struction for

. -their '9-hour segment of the course.

‘While a large por- -

tion of faculty (#72%) include some evaluation plan as

part of their instructional desrgn mamy faculty -do not:
use a pretést in this situation (¥67%); include a post-,
test based on the 9-hoyr segment (#69%); or arrange for

peer review of their teaching (#65%) .

lOne«poss;ble

explanation is that faculty do not view a 9-hour segment

of instruction as long enough to warrant such

aluation. -

Time, however,

should not be the issue.

teaching is wort{ evaluating.

Anything worth

» -

¢
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THE OPTIMAL ROUTE

-

(See. Figure 10) /
‘

. The routq discussed below is followed bQ“#l]Z/of ‘the
respondents. The rationale for each'decision is provided
and is based on the primary consideration that any
instructional activity must focus on what,the students vt
are expected to learn. .

The first decision 1nyolves the determination of' ,
what -oontent” the 9-hour segment will include (Al). There
are six sources of information available to the instruc- :
tor. It is recommended that all six be included, since
reach represents a unique pefspectlve on what stg@ents
need to know. (The simulation text for this section is -
be low. ) Tbe two Q_§t debatable sources aré_gract1c1ng . -

. -

.
There aze 3 numter nf sourcs s
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bhysiciané and the gtudents enrolled ta tgféd.j!‘cqurse.
With respect to the first group, it could be &rgued that
an’ introductory ceurse, particulaply if it is dn the

"basic sciences, need not be directly related to clinicdl
practice.r A faculty member's task is to Select from a
broad discipline that segment that s/he will teach.g v What
‘criteria will be used? If the generaj} goal of medical
thool is the preparatiorr of physicians, then in the
W®esign-of any course, practicing physicians can provide

T @a perspective deserving consideration. - o
. . : ' {
As noted earlier, most &aculty apparently do not
L view the enrolled students as a valuable source of infor-
o mation on what 5hould b€ taught. While it is certainly
s ‘“unlikely that the studenys will be cgmpetent in the sub-
" ject area prior to instruction, it is also imprabable
N, that all students will Ee equally unprepared for the
~ instructian. Asking students what interests them could
reveal diffefPences in backgrourd and expectations, which
are. important considerations in the shaping of any new
instructional-activity. », = .
y ‘ . ‘ .
'The’ next step 1s to translatg the scope of the
9-hour segment into a written.proposal. The choices are -
a topic dutMine (J1), a brief narrative description (J2), -

J'iéphavicprél objectives (J3), or topic outline and objec-
1

’

ves {J4).. The first two opti¥ons (J1 and J2) are not

are expected to learn. The other. two.options (Jland J4),
‘howevey, are defensible. A sét of behavioral o ctives
expresses not only what will®™be taught, but also what -
students must know or be able to do to be competent in
_this unit of instruction. .This step assists the faculty
in the evaluation process by specifying what will qualify
as a demonstration of content mastery. The additional _
step®of preparing a topical outlige ,1s not -necessary, but
would have the value of drganizing itndividual presenta-’

titi-,orJS- ' . \ , / .
.- -Once learning, objectives are specified, it is neces-
sayy to déci?whethcr to address thec evalyation issues
'or to determMe instructional methods (e.g., cture, dis-
cussidm) for presenting the material, 1It.is recommended
that the decision on how to present the material be made
« first. The logic is that the evaluation process should
\g0~beyond,studeqt evaluation and include an <€valuation of
the entire instructional actavity (i.e., instructor and

recommended-since ,they fail to address what the udents
e
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> the evaluation of studént achievement (a posttest), and

v

.

~—
instruction).. These agpects could easily be neglected if

the evaluation design precedes other 1nstructlonal deci~-e '
- sions.76 ™ . ’ .
. b ’ . - ! ';; b‘/ . . Vo ' ‘.

The options related to the ‘instructional approach Y
(sectipn CC) embrace a broad spectrum of edutational and *
administrative issues (refer to Table. 44, p.144). All .
these issues should be addressed with the possible excep-
tion of checking ‘facilities for producing self-instrucs
tional materials, (CC5), which can be regarded as
optional. The availability of colleagues af their pre-
°fererce for teaching styles well as %he physical

" facilities will all influen ﬁe instructional approach.
Spall group dlsﬁu551ons, f stance, will require addi-
tional faculty who are comfo table worklng w1th students.

‘auSLng this method. Equally 1mportant is the con51d!ratlon

" of ‘student expectations for various instructional
approaches. If students’are accustomed to a fairly struc-"'
tured and teacher-centered approach, and small group

i discussidns are desired, the students Should be oriented
.to their role in this new setting. - ) Lo

v . . The rext task is t elect an"approach for teaching
thie 9-hour segment (reffer to p.145). .Options W2 or W4
are considered optimalfas. they both emphasize applying
knowledge to-the solving- of problems. The other three
options either ignore this oriinclude it only indirectly.

~Phe preferred options #lso maximize the value of class .
‘time by adsisting studedts in learning the didactic infor-
mation outside the class, thereby allowing the 9 hours to
be used .for’ learnlng the appllcatlon of thls information.

%%e respondent can now either submit fhe final pro- °
posat or design an’ “evaludtion plan for the truction.

'Desplte the breV1ty of the instructional act1v1ty, the

reétommendation is that. an evaluation plan be included
(AA2% . Again, if it is worth the effort to teach,. it is
worth the addltlonal effort to find out whether learnlng
took place. . . ’
. « )
There are'three issues included among the options
.for the evaluation plan: the consideration of a pretest,

A

76Thisg logic applies.to the relatively unsophisti-’ .-
cateld evaluations*implied in this .8imulation. Ideally,
the evaluation should be planned at the same time as the
1nsfructrbn .. )
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the ézgiuation of the instruction/instructor. The inclu-
sion of the latter two is considered essential, while a
pretest 1s viewed-as optional in a course- that is this
brief. It would be helpful, however, to gain some
insights ifito the studgnts' readiness for this instruc-
tion, particularly since this 9-hoﬁt segment is part of a
larger cdurse. Even an informal discussibn with the stu-
dents would be a contribution. )

® §§"’1“1% evaluation of studeﬁ?\{éﬁrning, however, is not
optional. Since the focus is on what students need to
‘learn, some assessment of their compegence at the end of
instruction is required. A comprehensive examination at
the end of .the 9-hour sggment or. the inclusion of a num- -
ber of questions in:the course final are pboth recommended,
though either.one alone is saticsfactorv. A quiz after
each day's class is not necessary, especially if applica-
tion of principles and problem solving skills are being
stressed. These skills can be assessed informally iQ the
small group sessions.’7 ~
The evaluation, process should- go ‘beyond assessing
the stydents progress and determine the instructor's .
effectiveness in facilitating the accomplishment -of the ,
‘objectiyes. Options H6-H9 address this consideration 'and
it 1s retemmended that at least one of these procedures s
by included. (The simulation text for this section 1s R
below.) Optimally, input from both colle&gyes and - g”\

N H6 A questionnaire jo be filled out by‘the ) /

N stutients, at the end of each day s teach / -

Ing to provide feedback on how they per-
ée»ved instruction that day . /

! ® H7 A questhionnaire 10 be distributed to e /
) stullents on the last day of instruction to
) ) tind out how they viewed the woeks .
., C teaching . .
H8  Self-report forms to be filjed out by each
*anstructor evatuating his or her ¢ ontn- ,
bution )

! . H9 Observation and critique of the teachung
) by other faculty members A

-
»

71There 13 evidence, ﬁowever,‘that a brief quiz maée

up of open-ended (e.q., cgmpléﬂ!cm_or short answer) ques-

tions does facilitate long-term retention.
o\
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‘courses or course segments. Ve

to learn. ‘ ) -

L

’ . Voo e
students, should be collected, srnce each.has a dlfferent
perspective on instruction. This feedback would assist
the instructor in improving both this series of presenta-
tions and his/her teaching in general.

™ (]

CONCLUSIONS

The design‘'of any 1nstructlonal act1v Yy requires
attention to many issues. The most i tant consldera-

tions are: what will be taught, how it will be taught,
each student's readiness for the instruction, afid ‘how 1t
will be evaluated: . .

The findings from this study suggest that faculty.
do . neglect somre of these qon51deratlons in the design of

’ ‘\*
‘A. The Primary Areas of Concern

1, Almost threé-fourths of faculty members

(#74%) overlook -student eéXpectations for the course and
#71% do not consider student learning-* styles in rakind
their instrguctional decisions. . . A

L]

2. A majority of faculty (#56%) focus on the

presentation of:basic facts without attentlon to the

application of the facts in solving problems

3. A high percentage of faculty (#60?) do not
use objectives to describe what the students are expected
< ' )
4. Over one-fourth (#28%) include no.evaluatjon
plan. : '

AR
v 4 M 4

5. Less than half of the. facuﬁty (#49%) ask
students to contribute to-the evaluation of the 1nstruc-

tors. . \“K\ - ) »

B. Encounpging Findings

1. Most faculty consult treir colleagues on
what students need to know (#61%), and cpotdlnate their
segment of the course ‘with other faculty (t69%)

h 2. Many faculty (#41%) corsult with practyc1ng

) phy51c1ans on what should be taught\. . ' j

¢
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) ’ 3. Over one-third (#35%) ask colleagues to cri-
~— tique their teaching. *
) x 4. _éiity—three pergent (#63%) include a posttest '
at the end of instruction to evaluate student performance.
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.  TABLE 45 . ..
v 7 v . ! L . , ~
| INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN THE EVALUATION PLAN '
’ P . N .
.. . ' ) . .
' TOTAL POPULATION . SECTIONS
. : ‘ ~ : TOTAL | .
N / DESCRIPTION OF OPTIONS 1. C H L N S
1 Give no test at all - . 0o - 2 0 ] 72
- "] 2 Glve a pretest. o ‘1o 27 0 5 2 |- -
« 1 3. Give a series of daily quisses 0 10 0 2 12
. . 4 Give a comprehensive test ‘at U
« , week's end ‘' 25 1. T4 31
. d
. - 5 'Questions-covering.this instruction : >
. would bg on the final ‘exam R 37 To se. .| a3
. 2 ‘ o om , ’ .
v 6 Give a daily questionnaire ’ : .
B gathering students' views on , \ ¢
v ~ the day's teaching ) 1o 15 o 1
‘7 Give a questionngire at week's ; N\\~.f»
end to gather students' views :
. #on the instruction they've .
"received o 1 42 o ) e 49
# 8 Ask teachers to complete ' N ' .
. evaluative self-report forms 0 15 o .} 2 17
- x .
9. Observation and critiqué of : . : e
~ . " instructlon by other faculty .
members 1 30 0 5 36
~ v
"‘ - bl ~
1 A ’
) . - , o
. v L. ™~
. 154 s b
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TABLE 46 } )

Standard Errors for the "Course Segment Design" Simulatien

v ' ~ .

OPTION  STANDARD ERROR OPTION  STANDARD ERROR OPTION  STANDARD ERROR
Al 7]
A2 V3
A3 va
A

Wl
A5 W2
B1

oo W3
B2 T
1 W5 -~
c2 X1
X2
X3
X4
X5
Y1

N

L4 !

L5
L6
L7
L8
L9
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
NI
N2
N3
N4
N5
N6, .
N7
N8
" N9
01
02
P1
P2
P3
Pa
P5
P6
R1
R2
R3
R4
RS
Sl
$2 .
$3
s4
it
T2
13
Ul
U2
u3
ua
U5
'l
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0
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VITI. TEST CONSTRUCTION '’

-

JINTRODUCTION . - ‘

Test construction is a responsibility #91% of medi-
cal faculty members feel they should be able to manage.7&
Only #12%, however, have ever taken a dourse in evalua-
tion or testing and only #23% haveé attended a workshop on
that' topic. There is interest in learning abput these
matters; $#49% of the faculty woul§y like to receive
printed material on test consg§ruction and an additional
#30% express interest in attending a workshop on. this
topic. : . . )

The respondent's role in this simulation, chairperson
of ‘a committee éonstrucﬁigg,a/ggnal examination, is fami-
liar to medical faculty/members.. Fifty-seven percent
(#57%) indicated‘they would expect to find themselves in
2 similar situation and #87% desoribed the situation i{
the simulation as "realistic". -

-

KEY FEATqRES OF THE SIMUEATION R
At least three criteria must. be met in constructing
a good achievement test. , " :

A. ‘Each student must be 'graded on the basis of. his/
her own merit,, g.e., on the basis of his/her demonstra-
tion of skill or knowledge. ;

= L.
" «B. Test questions must be straig;€>ferward.and clear,
Wwithout ambiguity or artificial complexity. -

*

C. Instructions to the students must be available{
and clear -so that prior experience with the teacher's:*
tests, or other tests with similar idiosyncrasies, is not
a requirement for good performance. .

a

L

¢ N

78por a discussion o§ the percentage symbols in this
, report, see Chapter 1, pages 9-10. .
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The simulation begins as follows: ]
- " ~
‘o . i
. TEST CONSTRUCTION s .,
¥ s !
You have been asked to assume the primary resgonsio.hity f e constructing the final exam nation
TR tor an interdiscipiinary  surse required of ail 112 second yewr me dical students There are two 0
’ other facu'y iempers “ho have agreed to assist ,2u Tre three o* you are members of the 3-nerson
INerdiSc P nary course committee that designed the course hi 5
’ . The tinal examinatior will account for 50°% of #ach s'udent s grade though no exphic t codrse ¢
comm; r 5¢h00i poliCy exists on how 10 assigh ~rades ie g on tne curve pass/faul) To ‘acMmele -
QuICk SCOrNg the t@st shouid consist of 100 object .e questions -] -
The course coordsnator requested that al tacu 'y members insohved in this COUrse wr " obiec-
fives 1or the mater;al ‘hey a‘e respons.b'e tor teacr ng Tnese vrften b eCtivee are 2.,a1az = 10 yu
An egucaticral specialist and some students wro navé prev ously taken !he course are alsg
aza;lf{)(e f you choose 'o use them v -
L -
You begin worx oy (CHOOSE OYLY ONE) .
. . ; X
R Al Decicr1 «nho will take the responsibib- . [ -
Hy 1“‘” urg the frst dratt of the test - »
questions

A2 Dec.d“3 now grades wii be assigned
ieg onthe curve, £ass fail)

A3 Deter™ a'ng the subject content the test
Wil CC.er

In the opening scene, three problems confront the
respondent in terms of the test construction criteria
stated above. :

. 1. No policy exists on how«to assign gradess Crite-
.rion A requires-that grades.be awarded on the bésis of
the way each student-performs without regard the way
others have done. Norm-referenced examinatiorns do not
meet this criterion because they assign grades.-on the
basis of relative ranking. This is not the information
that teachers of medical students need to know; they need
+o know that every student has attained an acceptable
level of knowledge about the subject. In instructional
circumstance®s as described here, therefore, the respon-
dent should choose a "Eterion-referenced grading system.

e 2. The choice of persons to write and review the
questions in the examination has been left to the respon-
dent. The assurance of straight-forward and.unambiguous
questions, Craterion B, usually requires review by
faculty members other than those who wroPe the tests.and
perhaps a review also by an educational specialist. .

3. Theyrespondent has not been told specifically
that s/he myst develop instructions about how to take
the examination, but should do so, in fulfillment of test
constructign Criterion C.-




)
"MOST COMMON ROUTES (See Figure 13)

L4

A.. subject Matter Coverage '

R
’ L4

¥
Ninety~two pereé%t (#92%) of the respondents choosé
to begin the simulation by determining’ the subject con-
tent the test will cover (A3). They aye présented with
five options for accomplishing this task (see Table 47).
Eighty-five percent of the #92% choose, to review.

instructional objectives. They also use other sourcgs,
including reviewing instructors' topic outlines, (84%,

#77%), discussing topics with colleaques, (79%, #73%), .
creating their list of topics, .(64%, #59%) and examining -
old tests, (41%, #38%).- oL .

. o

B. Writing Examinatio estions ./

The most common decision, after determining test
coverage, is to consider who shouldwrite the examination
questions. Ninety percent (#83%) .make this choice, while .-
9% (#8%) elect to determine how gr*ades should be awarded.  °,

Four. options are presented for deciding who will write
test questions. - :

* Ninety-three percédnt (#77%) choose to involve both
. themselves and athers, either menmbers of the examination
committee (#41%) or 'the entire course committee (#36%),
in the question-writing. .Six, percent (#5%) elect to
write the test alone and (1%," #1%)assign. the task to
other course committee members. “The last two groups are
so #mall that they are not followed further.

<

. C. Preparation of Test' Questions ° .

The next choice involves deciding between how many
questions to write for a 100 question test and how grades °
are tb be awarded. Of the #77% at this choice point, 79%
(#61%) tackle the number of test itemk, and 19% (#15%)
decide to determine the gradingrsystem%' ' T

The larger groeup is then presented with two options:.
to collect exactly the 100 questions required or to col-
lect more than are needed. . Eight percent (#5%) choose to
cpllect only 100 questions while 92% (4#56%) elect to col-
lect more than will be used on the test. . v

1
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, TABLE 47 \ : ¢
. i - -
HOW TEST COVEi?AGE IS DETERMINED
1 : =
.o ‘ : SECTIONS :
TOTAL POPULATION ” : -’
. — . TOTAL
, DESCRIPTION OF OPTIONS -~ c H "P W
1 Examine old tests MR 2 0 8] 1 41 ™
. 2  Review instructors' topic ‘outlines .3 .0 7'7 1 - 81
’ . . .
3 ' Review instructional oBjectives . ol -8 2 84
- \ TN
) 4 Discuss po$sible topics with | T :
course committee members 3 ) 73.1- 2 78
™~ R
t,  Respondent produces own.list of topics 2 0 |+ 59 1 ,32 &
v oo . " TaBLE 48 .
INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN THE INSTRUCTIONS
TOTAL POPULATION ’
> . DESCRIPTION OF OPTIONS - ’ SECTION X
1 Types of answers expected A. Include ° 71 -
P . B. Not Include - 2
2 Indjcation of whether there is a penalty A. Include . .49 *
B for guessing ) . B. ~~Not Include 24
3 Incication of time available to, finish  'A. Include , 13
the test’ . _B. .Not' Include 2
’ o - -
4 Indication -of test's contribution to the A. Include L 57 .
: final grgde * B. "Not'Include ] , 15
» ‘ ' . x . ]
. 5 Indication of how to handle questions'? A. Iﬁc_lude 64~
. about the test o o ° + B. Not Include 10 -«
6 Comment on the-kest's importande for o A. Include 9 '
* marginal students 3 .- B. Not.Include 59
- 7 Indication of héw the test will be A. Include . . ] "45 ,
" graded - - ' B. Not Include 2b
° < r} . ' 4 ) . (3
s L4 ’- ) Py o ) 4
) ' ' s \ '
‘ ! 162
~ ' - 163 -
o ) - S ( *

ERIC o - .
. : . . : ’ -
. )

- . . . : s v
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When asked how to go about reviewing and selectlng
items, '79% of the faculty in this group (#44%) have the
items reviewed by the test committee and 21% (#11%) by
+three other members of the course committee. Essentially
no one (#1%) did the rewiew and selection on h&s/her own.

Faculty’in the larger group are w presented with
the options 6f haVing the test rev1ewag by the edaca-
tional specialist, writing instructions for students to
- accompany the test, deciding how grades will be awarg\d
and submitting the test to the course coordinator.
Forty-three percent (#24%) elect to have the educatfbnal

specialist revr‘ tle test, and he recommends tec ical,
improvements to 32 of the itéms. Since this option €nds
with "MAKE ANOTHER CHOICEY, these faculty are now free to
choose among the remarning options. :

-Twenty-one percent (#12%) elect 4o end the problem
by submitting the test ta the course coordinator even
thoudh no decisiorr has been made on grading and no )

« ) instructions have been written. An additional 10% (#6%) -
_elect to decide on a grading scheme, and the remalnlng
68% (#38%) move_ to write instructions to accompany the?
test. This #38% will be considered further below. ke
» Though not._hgving to decide immediately on how many
questions thew need, faculty in the smaller group
S (#15%) ultimatedy have to make this decision. Sixteen
percent (#2%) feel that exactly 100 questions Jre needed ‘
. 'while the rest (#12%) wish to ceollect more than the
. required number. Of these faculty, 4% (4. 5%) reviewed
the item# on their own while 86% (#12%) had the test com-
o mittee look over the items, and 12% (#1%) by other »
members of the course committee. )

\: ’ . i . \

Only the current_group, w1th #15%, is large enough
..in size to discuss in terms of how it decided to award
grades. Seventy-one percent (#11%) elect a horm- _ =
: referenced approach to’ assigning 'grades -while only 29%
" (#4%) “chogse the more desirable criterion-referenced one.
As implied earlier, this decision was made before the
number of items needed was chosen and before the items
written. were ‘reviewed. -

]

D Gradlng System:

Thus the only decisiensg remaining for the' faculty in-
this group are whether to have the test reviewed by the
educational specialist, an option exercised by 57% (#7%):
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-~ B o submit the tast- to the course- coordindtar, whgeh 19% « -

4 - #2%) do; or to write instrugtions, wiich 81% (¥18%) '

' . elect. . L -

: i I

{ - E. Instructions tp Accomgaéy the Test

.

o  * In wfiting instructions for the test; 98% (#10%)
" cif# the kind of aRswer sought (e.g,, true/false), 68%
" - (#7%) indic whethér there will be a pegalty for, . . .
‘ guessing, 95#K#10%) indidate' the amount of tImé avail=" )
able to complete the tést, 76% (#8%) report the test's .
™ contribution to the final grade, 84% (#84J 'describé the - *
. procedure students are to use in-getting .ansyers to ques- | 4 P
tions they-have about the -test, and 76% -(#8%) tell
. stidents how®the test will be graded (e.g., using a = PR
.-t « curve). Only 17% (#2%) would include a, statement Seo 8
) . detailing the importance of the test for marginal 'stug ’
"~ ~ dents. : ’ . ’

. : e ‘

-At this point, it is again possible to have the com-
pleted test revigwed,-and -31%; %) gxercjse' this option.
Finally, the.test is submitted to the course.coQrdinator
by everyone. ) - - .

. -~

k]
A

. = N - T > !
AR . Returning to the $30% in~the larger gi-ouz who decide d
:  to write instructions,- 97% (#37%) tell the students how v
v much®.time is available to _finish-the test -and 95% (#36%) .
o describe the test format.’ .Smaller’ percent&ges, 8 B PR
§32%), tell the students how to handie guestjions about
he test itseélf, 63% g#24%) explain yh her *there will',be . .
_4d penalty for.guessing, and 70% (#27%) tell students how =<
uch weight the examinati carrie n determining the
inal grade. .Interestingly, 45% (#17%) elect to tell the
tuffents How grages would be awarded evén though’ they -had
. ~ made no decisior on that matter, Finally, 8% (#3%) okect -
. - .  to iffclude a warning that the téest is most'critical for , - .
‘marginal-stgdents. This. statement has the ‘'potential of e '
‘detracting from .student'performance by unnécé¥sarily .
increasing ankiety .among some studgnts, and should be
S specifically ,excluded% as it is byl92% (#35%) of the : . P
i ' g ‘respondents at this’c oice point. RS a o '
- .. .Aftetr completing decisions about what to include ‘in
. sYt.athe instructioris, almost half: of &hese faculty members,,
,§49% (#19%), have the test reviewed by the ggucational .
o . “ consultant and then join the othersg in submitting it to e
. ' .'the coursé coordinator. Th'us,.#?TB‘% end the simulation at
. ' ~this“point wMhout making a degision about the grading ST,
system. * ‘ :

-
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THE OPTIS‘:)UTE (See_ igure 12) - ‘

. J!he optimal route requlres fu1f1111ng 11 three
- . " criteria stated at the beginning; declifig on a grading
) system. which qwards each student on th asis of his/her
R own- merit,-producing straight-forward gquestions based on
' “the mate;ial taught in the course’and'devising clear
instructions to the student that describe and explain how
.- . T to take thé\test‘ Only #2.6% of the respondent group meet

.all three kequirements for creating an optlmal éxamlna—
v tlon. . « N
* A . Grading System/Content Coverage .

N .
. The preferred-choice for beainning the simulation-is
b\,? -*to determine. whether the examination will be criterion- ~
[ S or norm-referenced because this decision can shape the
% - " way the test's content is identified and presented,' and
the kinds Qf questions deviged and selected. If a cri-
, terion-referenced system is used, items should be written
. measuring imbortan;blssues without regard to how well e
" those questions spf®ad out’ the distribution of students,\
in the class. In contrast, a good spread, reflected 1n
the glscrlmlnatloﬂ‘lndex for each question, is$ partiecu-"*
Larly important if grades are to be assigned using

. norm-teferénced procedures. .To jchieve this spread among

s students, partlcular kinds of questions are neadeq. .
'“\fz:D‘ Questions’in a norm-referenced test tend to measureé .spe-
cific facts and technical terminology rather than
. 1hportant pringciples or concepts and may measure general
\problem-solv:.ng or testetaking.ability rather than Capa-
. city to manage problems that are crucial for the ubje!—
area of e course. ‘A student may have perf ‘adequ
ly on a nbrm-referenced test.but receive a grade ,
because s/he fell” at the pottom end of thelilstrlbutlon.
- This situation can oceur even when” ;e:ﬁructlon had been'

very successful and the students ha learned almost all

. the’ material cqvered in the course. s stated earller,

- '+ normgtive information about. students is not useful in

. guldlng students or in gedes1gn1ng 1nstrUCtlona1 programs.
r ‘.

’ Also acceptable as a sequence in test des1gn is -
determining subject coverage’ first and then-identifyding
+—the qradlng system. It is cengial to the .construction of

a good test that the ‘questions-be congruent with the
material covered in the course. i )
& ‘ . - R
[y . A r
¢ - 1] . 4
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Instruétlonal .Objectives embody both the content to
be mastered dhd the way this mastery is to be-demon-
strated,’ xThey are, thereIore, necessary for an optlmal
definition of subjgct coverage., They can also Re avail-
able .to 'the student as a guide. to what—will be measured.
Relying‘on 'sources of information provided by all members’

of the qou se committee (instructional objectlves, gslc o .
outllqes and dlscu551on) insures excellent subject cover- v
age. : . ‘ i . «

0

B. Wr1t1ng and- Rev1ew1ngﬁQuestlons * ’ R ‘ . . -
N &

R The respon51b111ty for wrltlng and- especlally ]
reviewing questlon§ must be shared to-insiure that each i
test question is critiqued meos.e other than, the per- LA

gon who produced it. This is he preferred -way- to - )
identify amblgultles(‘remove extraneous wordage, delete L. o
clues .and distractions and produde cléar, straight-., . .
forward questions. Incldalng an educational speC1allst o ¢
-as part of thg review group is fecommeénded, part;zularly L

for attenxioj?to the technlca& aspects ‘of guestl con- . )
structicnb . - , s ,

. More than 100 questlons should be collected If~ > :
ﬁly the' mlnlmum needed- weré»collected £t is unlikely - : .-
that they would all be, hlgh quallty, 1n terms of content S

valldlty\aaﬂ clarity. \ v
c. Jnstructlons to the Student ’

\ This is the final step 1rhthe creatlon ‘of “an egam1— L )
nation that measures a student's performance fairly end
‘without introducing extraneous hazards and distractjions.

A second opportunity for reviéw by thé educational spe-. .
olallst is avallable here and should be exercised: ‘ '
| [ ‘. - &
.CONcLus'ION- T o '
'b 1 L] h

Ag stated aboveq ‘only $2. 6% of the'respondent group ¥

. met the .criteria of.an optlmal route,valthough an addi-
tional #15% managed to.'develop specifications for the k

. examinatjon; that is, test coverage was described and a !

decision as made on how tp award grades. It appears, On- v/

the’ basis, of this srmulatlon,sthat most faculty prbduce

sub-o pffﬁal examintations.. -"L. e ,\ﬂ
s . . .t ', 3 N *. -
- - i\’ \.‘ - A .
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- ¢ . P N W‘ v
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v . A, Thgé?rlmary Areas of Concern
- ' 1. Most faculty members do not award each student
“ « a grgade or_-the basis of his/herown merit. ,.
' S 2. Decisions on ‘grading syste&s, when they are
- . made, often follow the wrltlng of test questions.
( Con B. Encour;g;;g Flndlng;
-\“ ) .
Lt T l Most }aculty members include bnstructiohs with
. e1r tests.” .
« ' ¥ ~
. ‘2. Most- arrange- tb collect more than the requlred
‘“ . ., number of_itéms and. have them reviewed before .they are
Syt selected for useon the test, . v .
* 3. A con51derablé number of medieal faculty are
1nterested\un learning more about evaluatlon. . F
{
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OPTION  'STANDARD ERROR

Standard Errors for the "Test Construction" Simulation
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STANDARD ERROR
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=,

.and/or attend a workshop iggeach of the thirteen areas

a
B * -
IX. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This Chapter focusses on three areas: .
: \ N
A. Findings based on questions asked of all faculty
members in the sample reggrding faculty members'. inter-
ests in receiving help w1t aspects of their instructional

respons1b111t1es

[
)

~
B. Conclusions based on the findings in Chapters II
through VIII regarding the areas in which faculty appear
to be most in need of help.
C. A set of recommendations for programs of faculty
development thgt appear to be both desirable and feasible
at shis time, Based on the findings on interests and

" neeads. " .

L4

~ .. .
INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS WHERE FACULTYLMEMBER*WANT/W-ILL
ACCERT HELP

: R ’
It is clear from the survey results that a conslder-~

~akle proportion of feculty members at United States

medical schools are §interested in receiving help in a-

variety of areas redated to thelr instructional responsi- -

bilities. 7This finding is based on faculty responses to
whethar or not they would like to receive printed matter

lidted in Table 50. The fa rly h1gh levels of interest
are encouraging, espec1ally con51der1ng .the rapge of dif-
ficulties identified in tle preceed$ng seven chapters

Whe‘the thlrteen tépics in ‘Table . 50 are examined

5ccord1ng tarsimilarities in content and levels of faculty'
“interest in receivipg printed materials, three fairly

homogeneous clusters emerge. The first cluster, with
highest faculty interest, is the area of evaluation of
students, ‘courses, and faculty member's instructional
,effectiveness. Approximately #80% of the faculty members
‘would like to receive p™nted information on these topics,
#13% would not, and #7% are,currently undecided. ; Thesé"
'figures can bg related to other survky findings ich’
suggest that virtually all faculty members engage in eval—
uation activities at one: tlme or another.79 )

44_.

@

. 19second Preliminary Repert, June., %77, pp.’ 94-97.

.
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- ’ TABLE 50 .

Topies In Which Faculty Members Would Like Help *

. -

“Brinted Tnformation “Workshops _ ) Faculty Useol
Topic Yes No Undec. Yes Ho Undec, - Occas. Freq.
L}

1. F'onm'lating #68 #22 13 27 68 #9 #22 #61
Educational L ' N 4. ' '
. Objectives’ i

2. Lecturing 168 #26 46 m ™ i 136 #56

3. Leading Small #65 127 18 #32 #60 #8 #28 165
. Group . ) .-
Discussions

4, Interpersonal #41 ¥42 117 #22 161 117 M
Sk111 Develop- .
ment/Sens1- .
tyvity Train- .
ng * ’

5. Designing 47 #36 17 19 #64 | 17
Indyvidualized| - .,
Instruction i‘

. 6. Designing/ #4 143 - ®16 #19 #65 #16 7 #
. ithizing .
C.A L.

7 Producing/ | #50 #36 #15 #22 163 #15 #27 6
Using Self- * ’ s
Instructional
Packages t

. .

8 Producing/ #45 #39 117 418 465 117 £10 #25
Psing : ' .
Simulations .

9 Evaluating 79 s’ #7 #30 63 #
Students® o

. Performance .

. 210 Evaluating 478 114 +8 #29 #63 1”8 '
Program
(Course)
Quality =

11. tvaluating #24 ne #5 #39 #56 15 118 #80
‘ Your Own ’ . . . ' '

< b Instructional . .

R Effectiveness [ P

2. Mahrrg Best 74 #16 110 32 #58 . #10 X .

) Lse of - A | -

. N Instructianal - K
Technology R | N N

113 Providing “#5g " M 1?2 #67 Mmoot 47 420
Ind1vidual L4 (Tutorial) y
N Supervision . . 117 434
- «of Students ) . (Climcal)
> ° - 130 #26

-

. | ,, W) |,

.s . ‘N '?‘ .

. . ) . ,
89 The data for these two colys are derived from Tables 10 and 12A, E, and F, Chapter II. The 3 from

. Table 12 (1tems 1, 8, 11 are ures of familtarity {have "heard of* or "uled”] rather than frequency of

’ use. * .- = ¢

™
1
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9
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A second cluster encompasses three common medical
. school teaching techniques: lecturing, leading small
group .discussions, and providing individual supervision
of s%udengs.\ Approximately two-Hhirds  of the faculty
(#64%) want printed matter in thgse‘areas, #28% do not,
and #8% are undecided, which link to the finding that
large percentages use these methods: #92% lecture and’
#93% leaq small group discussions, at least .occasionally.

The five topics dealing with individualizing )
~}nstructioq (topics 4 through 8 in Table 50) form a "
" "third cluster. Faculty interest is somewhat lower here’
but. it is still. substantial: approximately #45% are
interested in receiving printed material, #32% are not
interestgd,«gnd #16% are undecided. For the three .
topics, {nos. 6-8, Table 50) on which we have information
current use in medical schocls is low.

i The two remaining topics in Table 50. (No. 1,
formulating instructional objectives, and No. 12, making
best use of instructional technology) are not related as
content areas but dg happen to have similarly high
levels of.faculty-i%%erest in receiving printed
materials (#68%, #74%). This finding reflects the high
proportions of faculty that have had experience.in these
areas: more than #80% have used, or at least know about,

'\ instructdonal objectives, and up to #94% of faculty have
made some use of instructional.technology. 8l

Asking for printed materials (especially if théy are
free) represents an important but relatively low commit-
men® to improving one's teaching, and the results in the
preceding paragraphs should be interpreted accordingly.

. A stronger commitment is expressed whén there is a -
willingness to attend a workshop, which involves time . «
away from other professional activities and possibly

. from home. When the thirteen topics are considered from
the point of view of interest in workshops, the amount of
interest is relatively less, although the rank ordering

. 0of topics is similar, 'and the level of readiness to .

» attend workshops on instruction must still Be cgnsidered

. . impressively hlgh'ﬂ' . f« ~
P * ¥ ¢

.One topic (No. 1T} 8tands cut from thefbtherS7IThirty-

nine percent (#39%) would like to take part in a workshop
[N %

oo
v - T '.?. ‘ .

N ' R
8lpirst PreliMjnary Report, March, 1977, pp. 124-6."
e - ‘ -

"2 . , ’ ~—" .
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on evaluating. one's own instructional ezzggtiveness. This
is especially encouraging since a willingness of faculty
" to be critiqued is a necessary starting point for any
serious faculty, development activities. p

Five topics (lecturing, cunning small group discus-
sions, evaluating students, evaluating courses, and
"making the best use.of instructional technology) hold
interest as possible workshop topics for approximately
#31% of the population. Whlle these’ topics do not form
any single conceptual grouplng, they are fundamental com-
ponents of quality instructional programs. This level of
faculty interest gleserves a response. N .
. . Finally, the five topics that relate to individual-
izing instruction (Nos. 4-8 in Table 50) plus formulating
instrucdtional objectives (No. l) and providing individual
" supervision of students (No. 13) all received the same
response; approximately #21% are interested in attending
workshops on these topics.

The -above findings indicate a substantial interest
in self-improvement among faculty members at U.S. medical N
schools. While interest in receiving printed matter is
higheé/thaQ readiness to attend workshops, even the lowest
figur€s must be considered impressively high. For exam-
ple, the potential workshop topic for which there is
least interest at.this time could still involve more than
5,000 full-time faculty members (18% of 28,393), and the
potential audience for workshops could range as high as
11,000 people (39% of the population).

The next section of this Chapter reviews the areas
in which the survey findings suggest that faculty may
need assistance.

. . )
R ’ - t/
LﬂSQRUCTIONAL AREAS WHERE FACULTY MEMBERS NEED HELP .
L4 »

The review of the, K simulations and seleczzd guestion-
naire findings suggests seven areas where fa 1ty members
could profit from specific assistance. Thése areas are:

v .

A. determining the ‘background and ;eadiness of stu~-
dents for instruction,

B. setting expectatlons for instruction and student A
performance, B

176 ' ' T
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Supervision," for example, only #21% ask the studeqt ~
. being supervised about his_ previous clinical. experrep‘ggéh ’
nvers7 |

C. monitoring student progress, . e - ot
D. evalueting stddent performance’,

E. providing helpful. feedback and - a551staniF to stu- ;‘J
dents C
. - . . ’ \
*F. seeking.a 51stance from colleagues -and/or consul—. Y
tants, and . .

-

v -~

A. Background of Stddents

or a faculty member to supervise an 1nd1v1dual stu—

dent -conduct a group instructional activity success- o\
fully, s/he must be aware of t skills, knowledge, and :
attitudes the students bring to €he experience. If : ’

faculty members are unaware or unresponsive to the
students' readlnesg or thelr level of cofipetency at course. —

entry, they may have unreasonably high, low,- 6r 1nflexlble,4-
eypectations for them.. .. ¥ *

2

" All the 51mulatlons emph551ze ‘the 1mportance of col-
lecting information on the students’ .backgrounds’ in the -
solution' of educational problems. In general, ‘this:gom-
ponent of instruction is not managed well. ‘In "Clini®al

and ‘Qrily a third of those ﬁeople (#7%) pursue the co

sation far enough to find out -if fhe' student has .
encountéred any difficulties with uncogperative tients- R
Also, almbst 380% .of the faculty members send t student. . ‘

to his €irst complete’ patient workup without know1ng anys

~‘théng about his apility to conduct such an activity. In -

}%

"Research Supervision,"- 344% "ask the student about his -
background, hut #16% ask for this information only after -
the student has begun working and has encountered diffi-

“h

G. using facylty and students effectively as S S

resources. . ' e T
. - < " -

These areas of fieed may or may not coincide with faculty . R,
interest in receiving help. <The relationship between . :
need and interest, and the 1ﬁb11catlons for faculty devel- . i
opment will be dlscussed as the final section of this ¥ a
Chapter ) . . - . o \

culties. Thus, #72% (#56% who never ask abput the N ’

studen®'s background and #16% who. too late) ‘direct ,
the student to start his project w1t out verifying that

he is ‘ready for the asjlgned task , L
- & ' . . . ¢
S 177 o
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~ < The tw& 51mu1atlons dealing with the 'instructiqn of
groups present a slightly different picture. In "Small .
.Group DlSCUSSiOn," #48% talk with the three digsatisfied

~students in ‘an effort.to Jearn about their backgrounds -

N - - —

. , and readiness for thi educational -approach." Only #15%,
< however, talk with the other students, and only #7% talk )
N w1th both groups to aonsider, these 1ssues. .-

AlthOugh thelr actlons are dtherw1se, faéulty proba-
. 'bly know that it is advantageous to learn about the '
. - preyious experience of their students. In "Lecturing,"
. foﬁ%éﬁample fully #86% of faculty members report that .
» . lectures should be adapted to the backgrounds of the = . .
‘audience. q ctrast, though, only #28% take the 1n1t1a—
, tive to. inquirg into the -students' actual backgrounds:
These f1n51ngs from the simulations are reinforced by the
B . information that only #34% of facuylty have used course«
oL entry.evaluatlon (Table 12G Chapter II).
. L -, * In’ summary,»few faculty members consider the’back-
oo grounds of their students +4n planning” and managing
. 1nstructlona1 experiences.
. , \ t ~ . * . ‘, . L3R

B. Expectatlons for Students '

- h td

. ° e .’ -
v - ) Formulatlng and- conveylng.expgctatlons to students
of what they.are to learn and haw they will be evaluated,
- are efsential components of effectiwe instruction. Stu-
C > dent ed to know these things as a‘guide to their study
- off suiiict matter and practice of skills, ~Faculty need
- ». to have formulaked their expectations as a guide to’their
design of apmropriate- instructional experiences and eval-
uvation procedures. Thu}, expectatlons (goals, objectives),
are thé foundation for Flanning.-and implementing b#th

1nstructlon and evalnatlon, . y o
R N In "Clinical Supervision," onl& #24% convey thexn? . .
expectations® for the patient ¥rkup that the student i « .

tc complete. This means that #76% direct tlre student to
begin the workup without defining the nature of the task: )
k"Whlle more faculty (#53%) do discuss their expectatlons ' \&/)
‘ with the student in "Research Sypervisiom’" there is -
-\ . - still almost half the faculty ($#47%) who either do not
or who do so ¢nly after. the student has bégun his work.

2 In the  "Lécturing” simulation, #90% indicate that ‘ f{
" students should be told what a lecture series will' cover. ':)'J
. . It 1s probable, however, that these faculty‘are referrlng

-
. . . - LY

- ) . -
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more to -gurse content than to how ,studen*tﬁre'eipected
to use the information. Support for this cOntentjon 4s
the finding that when faculty members talk with the lec-,
turer, only- #44% ask him what he expects students to gain
from the lectures. ‘ - Y 4
i . .

The other finding.relevant to the' faculty's formula-
tion and use of expectations is their minimal use of
instructional objectives. -In "Course Segment Design,"
for instance, only #37% elect to design, their $-hour seg-
ment using ifstructional objectives, (Chapter VII, p. 141)
even though a considerable proportion.of faculty have had
experience with' objectives and feel positively about
their value (Table 12A, Chapter II).

Thus, most faculty do not provide their ‘students
with a 'clear understanding of-what they are expected to
learn or how "theyqiill: be evaluated. '’ It seems likely
that most faculty’i’ not explicitly articulate their’
goals e%ia for thefmselves. . S

C. Monktoring Student-Progress ° L v

P

Taking mid-®urde réadihgs Qn.studéntjprogre§s*§;d
making necessary adjustments in the instructiomal offer-
iAgs are necessary on a regular basis to assure that
‘instiﬁ?ﬁiongl goals arfe being fulfilled. Faculty need to
verify that'students are progress}
the original expectations for the

coursg are still appro-
priate. - : -

14
R

¥ Tn "Clinmdcal Supervision," almost everyone (#96%)¥
‘makes an attempt to ohserve the student in’ the process of
completing his patient workup.’ Only #19%, however,. :
observe the entire process, while #45% observe “all but
ten minutes and #32%-are present for only the last twenty
minutes. ~ -

- ~
.

In "Research Supervision," #91% meet with the stu-
dent to review his progress:. Only #60%, however, have a.
"discussion with the student at the start of instruction
. and only #47% discuss what will represent Satisfactory .
progress. .

. In ."Course Segment Design" only #13% provide for the
‘'use, of daily quizzes to monitor student progress. These
"findings from the simulations, while low, are'somewhat
more positive than the faculty self-régort that only #5% *
have used "Formative" evaluation (Table lZH,__,lpteg‘II)..

ng as intended and that\\ ¢

»
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"“lost if an 1nstrUcfor .dd%s not providg appropriate feed- - A
back. Also, 1neffect1ve is prQVldlpg students with . .
feedback at a’ p01nt when theytare unable to modify their ;#)
work ~ - oo ; v

‘ In short, the Survey-data 1nd1cate that many- faculty
do. nltor¢stud nt progress, but a fair proportlon of the
th are eith

1)
for the tacgk. %

r!«»

> o . . ‘.
- hl
0 '

D. Ev l*ation of Students - . .

.
>
""u

The extent to which students'have mastere& material

that hag been presented is determined bY evaluating their

perfor ance. In addltlon, the results of student ‘évaluar
tiogg/can be used to assess .theg success of a course_ and '
eff@¢tivéness of the instructor. These important uses oOf
stydent evaluatidh nake it'a central component of the
teaching- learnlng process. . .

N .
N ’ . ’
* .

In "Résearch Superv1510n the evaluation- of: stugdents
is addressed 1nd1rectly ‘through’ the setting of expect
tionst Ohly. #53% of f culty inform the student how hs
will Be evaluated. "Course Segment Design" faculty
. are asked to make spec1f1c decisions on whether and how
they’w1ll evaluate . students. SeVenty-two percent (#72%)
iriclude An. evaldation plan, but only #63% 1nclude a’ postx
test to verify that sfudents have mastered.mhe materlal,
rand even -fewer (#63%) propose a@pretestlwhlch is neces- -
sary to evaluate student gains.. With.respect to the use
of student evaluaticns of the coutse, fewer than'half - . .7+
(#49%) have the cpurse .content eyaluated. and only #35% .
have thelr .own performance as 1d’tructor evaluated.

e '« ¥

In'"Test Construction” the only aspect of evaluation \

consfﬁered és the preparatlon of an objectlve test. Only
#3% 'manage this problem in the optlmal" manner. In .
short, there are’a varijety of evaluation issues that

faculty fail to address. . . b ot

» : P
E. Feedback/Ass1stance to Studengs . .

| t [ - ‘
*  Monitoring student progress and pr{ldlni feedback
and additiopal: ass1sﬁance are related is®ues. Much of
tbe potent;al value of an instructional experlence is

C11n1 1 Supervis1on," #86% prov1de dlrect and /
‘seemlngly ap priate feedback tp the student, but enl f
#16% had Engaged in these prlor activities on Wthh’fd{ y

‘ . .
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~helpful feedback can be based. 82 Never ess, f

selec¢ting the approprjate option, fach%?eﬁnglcate a

recognition of-what,constltutes ‘helpful feedBack.

' Thg-flndlngs in "Research Supervx51on are sinilar.
“While #61% are supportive in their feedback and express -
4 willingness ;to prov1de further agsistance, only #5%
_reach this p01nt in the relcommended manner (e.g., -#47%
never discuss expectation ,prlor to monitoring the stu-

. ‘dent's ‘progress) . ’ )

The findings from ."Small Gfoup Discussion" present
somhewhat simi})ar, findiggs. -Most faculty §o demo trate
a,Willingness to assis®students. A sjizable dr (#28%) ,
however, recommend that the students transfer oqut of their
group, thus precluding any further. assistance. And a :
third of these faculty (#9%) do so without y attempts -’
to resolve the difficulties the students ex 5.

. T a . . . .

It appears, therefor&®,#that faculty vary in their
irterest ¥n providing feedback and assistance to students.
Seme engage in weé%-lntentloned but unsupported, efforts
which may fail'wh aculty have no objective basis .for
providing feedback. For example, complimentary - stater
ments to a student can be mlsleadtpg and evenyharmful if >
the faculty member- has no evidence .on which td base’such-
comments. ‘ -

’
r

F 5§slstance from Consultants _and Colleagues

Teaching, llke med1c1ne, is so vast an area that it ;7
is not- p0551b1e for any one person to have mastered it all.
It 1s'ﬂ¢kely that most faculty members will run 1nto c
cumstancgs where they can profit from outsxde help. )?f
Knowing whepn and whom to ask for help are 1mportant=

aspects of, successful teaching. .
a

Y

"Small Grqpp~Dlscu531on 1ncludes opportunltLes ko
discuss the problem.at hand with other faculty -members
" teaching the same co rse (undertaken by #17%) and with :a
friend knowledge small .group techniques (done by, )
.4 #3%). There is a¥so an ¢ ortunity to expresg ‘an 1nteré§t\b
in arranging for a consultadtion with an educatlongl spey
‘ c1allst » Orrly #10% pursue his optaon "1t N§ not

.
~

82rhe other #70% may’ Lave selected the apprOprlate
ogtlon in the feeﬂb%ck settion, simply because the other
optlons were unattractived

.7
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" rather than another. »These findings, however, do retlate,

" whilé #28% turn to an educatlonal specialigt. " -~ . -

_ has requested help in the."Lecturing" simulatien, #54%

' Bers of their own departmerts for instructional’ halp.

9 may be unavailable at tMeir school, ot there may be some B

* ditions, it i necessary to turn’ to colle?@ues,‘students,

B requlred» - R

_— \\ - ! ’
‘ ' - v . . Ry ] . A
possible to know why one kind of person is considered

proportionally, to those reported in Chapter II concerning
peogle from whom faculty members seek assistance/advice on
instructional issues and problems: #93% say they go to" -
colleagues in their own departments, at least occas1onally,

. In’ maﬂ&ng recommendations to ithe facuilty member wh§>‘

suggest that he turn to an educationdl specialist. -This
is a te- almost twice as large as £aculty members report
themselvVes asking for suchwhelp. Seventy-four percent,
(#74%) volunteer to serve as consultants themselves. 'This
latter figure reflects the #93% who repdrt turning to mem-

W
> hd
B

\ "Test Constructfon'..again offers .faculty members the
opportunity to turn to an educational specialist through

2 recuesty for a technical review of the test that had .
been constructed. The offer is available twice, #1€% pur-
sue.it the first-time,’ #33%.the second.- — - -»nﬁxw“mA— -

e
=

\ E.

*

Thus, faculgyrmembers do turn to othérs for help, and
when they do, it is more likely to be a coll€ague than an
educational specialist. Why this is so cann®Ot be deter-
mined from this study. It may be that faculty have had
bad experiences with educational speclallsts, they may

not know what educational specialists do, such specialists -

other reason. R , . h

[

* G. Sources of Information L. v

There are circumstances where 1nformatlon is needed .
.rather than advice on solving problems " Under these con-

and the educat onal lTiterature for ormation

@

In. Lomall Group Discussion," for example, #91% of
faculty niembers turn to students for®information en the
problem $resented in the s1mulat1dn.';1n this case, the - .
problem directly involves the students. .In the-"Lecturing"
simulation, #90% of faculty members directly witness their
colleague's lecture to ¢ollect information'on his pro-
blems. Smaller numbers, #50% and #34%, turn for informa-
tign to the lecturer himself and to his students. 1In ’

: »/ -~ r.' .




' possibility to do s

+ + areas wh
"row and c¢olumn headings, respectlvely.,

. .
. . ) P

. maklng recdﬂkendatlons oﬁ hﬁy the lecturetr can 1mprove,
"#77% suggest talking with competent- lecturers and #79% !
’adv1se talking to students. .- -

. ’ ! : , ql ” - \.‘
.~ In ™"Course Segment Design," #61% tutn to colleagues
for information on what to teach, "and #56% to learn what
teaghing approach is preferred.. They .,also query students’,
#53% talk to former students, and #264 ‘talk with current
‘students for information on what to tach. Forty-one
percent, ask this question of practicing physicians.’
¢ . '
B df"Test Construction,” information on what the test.
shou cover comes - from old tests (#41%), a review of
instructor’s top1c outllnes (#81%) and 1nstructlonal ob- '
Jectives (#84%) .
. . . i Y ol N
Thus many faculty do turn to colleagues, students, ’
ahd other sources for information o instruction and
instructionally rhlgt%g activities, at least when the
ls suggested to them. Even so,
proportion that use tlrese sources, espec1ally students,
1s low enough’ to suggest that information sources are not -
used to full advantage. R

‘. ‘ .“'-f‘

RECOMMENDATIONS~FOR EACULTX BEVELOPMENT AC@IVITIES ' X .

-

.\ " The preceedlng two séétlonsjof this Chapter descrlbe

the “areas. in which faculty members at. Unlted States

,medical schools appear to need, and are 1nterested in
receiving help in improving their instructio This sec-
tion uses these two ‘sets of findings to offe¥ 4 :
recommendatlons for future faculty development act1v1t1es.

3, Are here faculty members will accept help and
aUthey need help are presented 'inh Table 51 as |,
The prose in each,
Cell“lp that Table-briefly outllnes content that seems - .
appropriate as part of faculty development efforts A
designeqd to'address problems: faculty .members need to '
cpnslder, and prov1de stopics where they want hel Note
that while' the problems have been determined empirically,

* the study topﬁps are gudgments of what most néeds té# be
. done. . . . .

For example, faculty member§ wowld like to receli

. printed ‘material and attend workshops rilatlng to a num-- .

‘ber of topics in evaluation (Table -5

st row). Faculty
members do not,

as a rule, take student backgrounds into,»

the '
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‘ Taq\e,gg Recommenda t1ons fgr‘faculty.oevelopment Activities i : , . *
Areas 1n N . v " - . R
which faculty o, - . Areas where feculty . e
members are - ' - . s A N
willing to ' A .o N .
accept help Student Background | / Expectations - Monitorisfa Progress , -
O -~
o . L .
Evaluation ®rovide for assessing Persons being evalu- Fogrmative amd diagnostic , P
Topics (9, student background (e g , ated should be aware testing activities are |
10, 1)) . pretesting, cpllecting of the purposes/goals catled for. Care must be ' . “
infprmatron on emotidnal for the evaluation ,taken 1n tne evaluation . -
readinesstand, experiencés (E g, 1n goal-free to assQre that information :
. students have had ) Be evaluation, the logic collected can be used to - 4
- aware that-background behind the data counsel students and « .

deficiencies can appear
as other- types of proplems

tion activities

Y
to be spelied out !

faculty. | ,

Ep);u]at1ng'0b-

Jectives (1)

-

» -

student background (e g ,

be mét before the student

can begin instructfon)”’

Useful device for describing

required éntry level skills
and knowledge, can be stated
as objectives which need to

s ~

LY
Expectations for stu-
dent performances can
be stated as objectives

to' be met.

.

Monatoming can take the
*form of noting whether
students meet interm
and_end-of-course objectives

L4

Making the

structional
Technology /12)

" Some approachés.4e'ﬂ , CAL)
sest use of in-'sCan be used to collect pack-

ground hformation  QOther
* approaches need to nave

fechanisms added far collect-

1ng data on student back-
grounds '

.

o\ s "
Teach Generally, methods must be
Methods {2, diyised for collecting
13,413} background 1nformagion h

(e g , pretesting, conv
tions with students ), t
verify that studeats hay,

techniques and appropriafe

tions w1ll be l1ke

2

had_experience with cerfdin

erpectations- for what instruc-

1
ind1/1duq) 1zed
Instruction’,

Aptitude-treatment 1nter-
Jactions may be mpcrtant -

Students need tg be

aware of expectatiens

for. them, either at
the time they begin
workang or at sore.
appropriate point*

during tnstruction

| May be based on formal

Some approaches (e g , CAI) have
functions built 1n Otherwise

a mechanism must be cteated and
tested,g the technotogy 1s td

be 1n as®wlf-1nstructional mode . ¢°
ot 1n conjunction with other
acgivities in which monitoring

can be done)

methods {e g , quizes

or 1aformal ones {e g ,
discussions with students) .
but must be built into .

Needs to be done frequently

. f
e

L4 N
Some approaches have these functions
Pbuilt into them Gtherwise, mecha-

14,5,6,7,8) here  Therefore, student d nisms must be crgated wnd tested
* - background 1n tiomw s - .
' essentsal *These data LT —
. should be collected 'before * A . . v
decisions are made abcut . , .
25s1gning students to 1n- . i
o -7 structional modalaties. ” , .
. . i 1 .
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member: need nelp

Feedback/Ass15tance

Assistance {rom .4
CorrsultantsfColleagues

Sources of

Information

Though not formally part,

of the evaluation, provisiony
shouid be made for using ~
the evaluative data tq
communicate, regularly,
with the people belngg
evaluated 1n orddr to b
improve learning Or reim-
force acceptable progress

.

Evaluatapn
~

_Thé relationships
among the three
TeValuation topics
should be spelled
out. Also, informa+’ .
tion on what consti-
tutes ayood evalu-

atyon shguld be ”‘,,—-

presented 7

»
Educationad consultants:
decrease fn mportance "
as faculfy becomes more ex- .
perienced. {Colleagues sefrve
as sodrces of 1nformation and

a1d '@ interpretation of evalwa-
tyfe data,

L.
A .

4
i

Can bg based on way's
helgjtudents meet h)
interim and end-of-course
objectives they have not met .
in the normal course of
events. Also, positive
reinforcement can be pro-
vided tc students who reed

ng othe - 335 siance .

L «
Students evaluated
ory the basis of
objectives they
master  Instruction
1s evaluated on the .
basis of how each
objecgive 15 mastered
5/.3 }-¢he student:

Educational consultants

tegeh faculty £o write, use, ang
1dterpret resu¥ts from objectives
Co"t Teagues 'provide “information
bearing -on the ‘objectivés and-
1nterpret evaluative information
on whether the obiectives have
peerirealizen : .

. o
i

Educational consuitants
may be he pfglvvn selection or
design arf® Agpropriate use.

Ass-stance 'mir nclude
shrfting student to on
‘pstructional method
more suitable to mim/
rer

Z.cluatrop of stu-
derts, programs, and
anstructors should
be “ncquded ¢

Colleagues helpful 1n making
curricular decisions and
terpreting evaluative data

In large groups, feedback/ass1s-
tance may ‘be based on the way
the whole class is performing
with special attention §iven to
individual ts as needed.'’
In small groups, each student
may receifle 1ndividual help.
Assistanfe may cover either the
process of «instruction or the
content

Informal technigues
{e.g., questioning) .,
should-be built 1n
Evatuvafisn of stu-
dents, sprograms ,

‘and instructors -
should be 1nciuded

‘lof the actual teaching

€

Educatiunal cdnsuitants s

can offer assistapce 1n matching
teacheng method to student nleds, -
praviding 1nformation on how to
‘'use the method chosen, and offen
levalyative comments on the success
and ways to’
| umprdve./ Colleagues ~offer advice
on curriculat intgrest and inter-

pretation af evdluative “data.
v

Assistance may m‘e' .

shifing student top

nstructional method

More suitable’ to him/ker
b

e ¥

Evaluation of
stygents, programs,
and instructdrs,
“shpuld,be included -

i

2.
3.

4.
5.

Col}l'!E;s
Stu [

Educational

. Specialists

Litérature

Other (e.g.,.
patients,
practicing
physicians)




;Zﬁdqnt in dealing with ‘educatjonal isgues *(Table 51; 1st - .
“column). In offering a resolutiop to that probleh, it is
‘proposed thatlfaculty'developggnt‘act;xities dealing with
"evaluation include an emphasisf®op the importance of col-
lecting information on student 'backgrounds, as they relaté
to the evaluation of students, programs,.and instructors
{Table 51, ‘upper -left-hand gell).: - ' - . -

' The'-content recommendations 4in each celil in-the -
table are not proposuls fer. specific faculty development
prdceduyres or activities; nor do they imply that all
recommendations will apply equally @t all medical schools
in the country.  Local needs:and .institutighal <character-.
istics as well ‘ag variations in faculty development -
persornel must dictate decisions on’ content and imple-~
mentation procedures.). The suggestidns, however, are felt
to have ‘general pertinence for medical education nation-’
ally, ‘and can provide a framework:for local-decisions:

Three areas in Table 51 seem to deserve special
- attention Sﬁcause they represent major problems and are
addressable.;hiough'faculty debelopm@nt activities. '
The first involves the areas of fagulty interest. (rows)
called "Teaching Methods" land "Ingiviﬁualized'Instruc-
tion," and the area of née&\(colhmg)rIabelléd»"Student
Background." Faculty members may. encounter ' problems in
their teaching. which are. due to an inapptopriate match:
of student background with teacher's expectation but

. which are prone to beihg attributed to other dguses..

7 Bor ample, a,student's failure at a course may be
‘attributed to lack of competence, or ‘motivation when, -
in fact, the.student did not hav® ad®quate help in
understgnding what was. expected.. Faculty ‘development

_‘_éngprvention can be effective hexe beccuse between #35
'gﬂ 450 percent of .the faculty indjcate an interest in
. these areas, and the instructional sissue is one- of .,

ipproving existing instructionaleskills rather than

developing new‘oges'or'réplhcing.old ones. )

, In considering this area, emphd¥is .should be placed" "
botnlon identifying salient features of student back-.
-grounds and matching theh to the appropriate

-" instructional modality. ,This kind: of "Aptitude-Treatment-
«Interaction" approach hdé been well documented in the -’
. literature,83 which meéans that relgtivelyRIiﬁtle gdv%pce

» . : ' '9 : .
A A Cronbach and R. E. Snow, Aptitudes and .
Instryctional Methods, Wiley, New Yok, 1977. °




‘work negds to be done befere approprate faculty deveLop—
ment act1v1t1es can be begun. Further, Lkecause interest

already exists within a'sizable segment of the populatios,

thtle work,is likely to be needed to engage the faculty -
.in whatever helpful a 1 1t1e§ are ‘offered. N ] ) ' ’

. . -The second area recommended for attention-at this |, .
T time includes the samie greas of interest (Teaching L.
Methods and IndividualiZed Instructifn) but involves ¢ .
two other aréas of nged: monitoring stddent progress . |
and feedback/assistance. As described in the preceedlng
-paragraph, large percentages of.the pdpulation are
interested in these areas. As a resilt, there gh®uld be .

, little difficulty im securing faculty participation-in 4

workshops or other activities on this topic. Again, '
these°facultzﬁdevelopment 1ssues primarily involve ’ .

LY

instruction, t. the development of totally rew skills.
In.shQrt, activities along the' lines recommended should .
be we%&*réceived and should result in meanlng‘ul posi-
tive- changes in instruc¢tional programs. .

- - -y s ~
S - ———— - . e e —

. ' Flnally, thére lS a concordence betWween interests
- + and needs in the area ‘of evaluation. .Faculty develop-
’ ment act1v1t1és could p01nt out and emphasize the inter-
relationshlps among various evaluational aCthltleS.
Further, since evaluation brlngg'the important. aspects
of t tegculng/learnlng process under scrutiny, it can e ) K
provi an excellent vehlcle for introducding faculty C. . ‘.
membcxﬁ té the rational descrlptlon and analy51s of . b
effectlve instruction, and the relatidnship of such- RS
' instruction to improvements in student learnlng. Thls .
(7 area of, facultX development should also comsider thet" - o
‘ criteria for hi uality evaluation. A‘systematlc v .
effort in this topie area should 'helP® faculty members oo
to conduct and ln;erpret evaluatlons of students,.
courses, and instructors. AIll of thése are necessary .

componéents of the~process of contlnuous 1mprovement of - .. T
. instruction. S 2 ’ . .t

‘
-

L4 - M . . .
. R .

FINAL REMARKé '

T ‘ .
. . ‘ [} . , . ¢

. This. study is belleved to be the flrst comprehernsive
N look-at teachers and teachlng in Unlted’States medic#l -
- schoqQls:” Thus, it provides the flrst avallable bageline . . )
, . against which future studies can make comparisons. Inten- é . )
. tionally, no flndangs‘hre availablie from the present study - -
. on 1nd1v1dual teaéhers or'sep&rate schools ' .. " C e




The present report offers a summary of highlights
and major .implications based 6n the survey findings.

" There are many further analyses and potentially important
findings that have yet to beﬁpursued. It is intended
that these will be undertake and reported in. subsequent
publlcatlons

v

. The true potential value of th1s study is in the
activities that are developed and’ guided as a <onsequence
of the findin¥s. It is hoped ghat the sponsorlng a%é.
cies of this study, the medical schools, and &ther
agencies will see fit to allocate resouwrces in support -
of programs sunggested by the olitcomes of this 1hvest1—-
gatlon .

4
-

he Division Qf Faculty Bevelopment is llnklng thlS
. study{to a larger set of faculty development strategies.
The t major companlon activities, being pursued at this

' time are: \\\_)

1. the development of a program of self-assessment -
+ on 1nstructxon for faculty members, and,

2. <the offerlng of Workshops on Faculty Develop—
ment" for people ¥ith respons1b111t1es in this area in
‘the medlcal schools :

The self- -assessmngnt program is belng,bu;lt on the
_ written simulations usedgin the present study.’ . The
workshops include a focus on helping prepar part1c1pants
to serve as co 1tafts to their medical school colleagues

in interpreting and profiting frem. the flndings from thelr *
use of 'self-assessment materlals. N 4 .

Finally, it is emphas1 ed that ‘the parposes of: this
survey required an emphasri‘on the instructional probléms
of- medical faculty. Only ¥hfdugh a seaWwch for problems.
can appropriately h&lpful programs be designed. Yet, for
those who care about the quaﬂity of American medical
education tnere.are many causes for ncouragement. It is
likely that 'in the 195b's aqyone\kg wledgeable about ..

. medical education weyld have considered as too optimistic

¢ a prediction that in the }970!s large numbers of medical
teachers would be‘'trying a Varlety of‘major instructional
;nnovatlons\and would be ap open to.evaluating, themselves

and improving their 1nstruc!10n as thls-study has found
them to be.

.
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